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ABSTRACT
The present study was designed to investigate distinc
tive personality and discipline characteristics of mothers
who physically neglect but do not physically abuse their
children.

An attempt was made to acceptably define the con

cept, to meet the need for information regarding a represent
ative sample of child-neglecting mothers, and to test hypo
theses of a psychological nature suggested by the literature.
There were ten mothers in the neglect group and ten in
the reference group.

Each of the neglectful mothers had been

accused of failing to provide basic physical care for their
children, and the group consisted of the ten most recent re
ferrals to an agency responsible for receiving and investi
gating abuse and neglect complaints within one county.

In

each case, the mother*s neglectful behavior had been substan
tiated and dealt with according to law.

The reference group

was constructed from a pool of fifty-three mothers who were
receiving services from this same welfare agency, who had also
been recommended by the social work staff as doing an adequate
or better job of rearing their children, and against whom
there had never been a. neglect complaint.

Statistical pro

cedures were employed such that the two groups- distributions
were matched on the following variables* sex, race, age, age
when first married, years of education, weekly income, number
viii

of moves in the previous two years, number of marriages, num
ber of divorces, weekly number of informal social contacts,
number of boys, number of girls, and social position based on
educational and occupational factors.

The groups did differ

in weekly number of formal social contacts in that mothers in
the reference group more often held outside employment.

Par

ticipation for both groups was voluntary and confidential.
Six measures were employed* a personal data question
naire, the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS), the Perceived
Aggression Training (PAT) instrument, a questionnaire regard
ing perceived physical discipline for common misbehaviors, a
standardized interview regarding current discipline proce
dures, and a rating scale regarding mothers* perceptions of
the current discipline situation.
The following are summary statements of the conclusions
reached in this study* (1) the two groups did not differ in
level of overall self esteem* (2) the neglect group possessed
a significantly lower sense of identity and lower family self
than the reference group, and no difference was found in self
esteem measures regarding self satisfaction, behavior, phys
ical self, moral-ethical self, personal self, and social self*
(3) the two groups did not differ in the consistency of their
self perceptions? ( k ) the two groups did not differ in the
definitiveness of their self perceptions? (5) the neglect
group possessed a significantly higher number of deviant
signs, a higher level of psychosis, and less personality in
tegration than the reference group, and no difference was
ix

found on measures of self criticism, defensive position,
general maladjustment, personality disorder, nor neurosis;
(6) the neglect group reported experiencing as children a
significantly higher level of aggression training (physical
punishment for aggressive behavior) than did the reference
group; (7) the neglect group reported experiencing as child
ren a higher level of physical punishment for common, nonaggressive misbehaviors than did the reference group; (8) the
neglect group reported using physical punishment to a signi
ficantly greater degree than did the reference grotip for both
aggressive and common misbehaviors; (9) the two groups did
not differ in the variability (number of discipline options)
of their discipline procedures regarding both aggressive and
common misbehaviors; (10) the two groups did not differ in
their perception of their discipline procedures as different
from their parents' discipline procedures, the effectiveness
of their own discipline procedures, the ease with which their
children are disciplined, and the activity or energy level of
their children.
Based on the significant intercorrelations of the dif
ferentiating variables and on a factor analysis of the re
sults, the following additional conclusions were drawn* (11)
the mothers and fathers of the subjects in both groups used
similar methods as a couple to deal with both aggressive and
other common misbehaviors as reported by their daughters; (12)
the current mode of discipline used by the subjects in both
groups was highly related to that used by their parents; (1 3 )
the current mode of discipline used by the subjects in both
x

groups was more highly related to their own mother's disci
pline for both types of misbehaviors than to their father's
discipline, even though both parents used similar methods;
(1^) in these groups, a sense of identity and of self esteem
as a family member were negatively related* and psychosis
positively related, to the perceived degree of aggression
training provided by the subjects* mothers; (15) in these
groups, a sense of identity and of self esteem as a family
member were negatively related, and psychosis positively re
lated, to the perceived degree of physical punishment exper
ienced by the subjects from their mothers for common misbe
haviors; (16) in these groups, as a sense of identity and of
self esteem as a family member decreased, and as psychosis
and psychological disturbance increased, the discipline mode
reportedly used by the subjects with their own children be
came increasingly physical in nature; (17) in these groups,
of all the intercorrelated measures, the one which was most
consistently and most highly linked to all the others was the
perceived level of aggression training provided the subjects
by their mothers.
These findings were discussed in relation to existing
abuse-neglect data art within the context of an etiological
framework for physical neglect of children.

It should be

noted that the summary statements above must be applied to
similar samples with some caution.

Plainly limiting the gen-

eralizability of these findings are the small size of the
samples and the correlational nature of the data, from which
causation cannot necessarily be implied.
xi

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
It has been repeatedly demonstrated by several authors
that child abuse and neglect have existed in various socially
sanctioned and unsanctioned forms throughout recorded history
(Radbill, 197*0 •

These phenomena have excited periodic waves

of sympathy and anti-abuse sentiment, each rising to a high
pitch, and then curiously subsiding until the next period of
excitation.

The current wave of excitation, which has been

building for approximately fifteen years, involves both professionals and lay persons from many different disciplines,
including medicine, psychiatry, psychology, law, sociology,
5
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and social work.
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Spurred on by a desire to understand these

behaviors and to lessen their incidence through appropriate
intervention and prevention strategies, representatives of
the various disciplines have exerted a great deal of effort
gathering information and sharing their findings.

The result

has been that much insight has been gained regarding both the
perpetrators and the victims of physical abuse and neglect.
Despite the progress that has been achieved, those who
wish to empirically study these phenomena must deal with two
immediate research difficulties.

First of all, there is wide

disagreement among both professionals and lay persons regard
ing the inclusiveness of the problem, and regarding the
1
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definitions of basic concepts.

One is faced with a myriad of

terms, inconsistently defined, and differing in comprehensive
ness.

Secondly, and partially due to the first, one is im

pressed by the dearth of statistically defensible findings
based on scientifically designed research.

What appears is

a literature composed of professional opinions on the sub
ject, making it difficult to formulate hypotheses for testing
The study which is presented below dealt with these
research difficulties within only one aspect of the total
abuse-neglect problem.

Specifically, the study was designed

to investigate distinctive personality and discipline characteristics of those mothers who physically neglect their
children.

This parental behavior, as opposed to physical
k . •■ »' ■'
';
•
••
abuse of children, is a concept most in need of definitive
clarification and most largely ignored by researchers, par
ticularly psychologists.

This study attempted to acceptably

define the concept, to meet the need for information regard
ing a representative sample of mothers who physically neglect
but do not abuse their children, and to test hypotheses of a
psychological nature suggested by the literature.
Presented below is a contextual framework within
which to view abuse and neglect, as well as a detailed ex
planation and review of the definition and literature issues.
This is followed by a statement of the problems addressed
and a listing of the specific hypotheses which were tested.

3

Review of the Literature
Abuse and Neglect as Deviant Behaviors
There i3 little doubt that abuse and neglect of child
ren are currently unsanctioned behaviors, both socially and
legally, which deviate significantly from normative parental
responsibilities and roles (De Francis and Lucht, 197^1 Alvy,
1975)*

As behaviors which deviate from the norm, these phe

nomena are of interest to those psychologists who specialize
in psychopathology, which has been termed the science of
deviant behavior (Garmezy, 1975)*

In the pursuit of under-

standing these behaviors, psychologists ordinarily proceed
through the following four steps* (1 ) definition— the populations exhibiting the behavior and the target behaviors
themselves are appropriately defined* (2 ) information gather
ing— empirical methods are then emphasized in deriving information about the disordered or disturbing persons and the
behaviors which have been defined* (3 ) explanation— based on
this information, etiological models and general laws are
.

developed to account for the deviance* and* (4) intervention
and prevention— appropriate intervention and prevention
strategies are devised and tested with the goal of counter
ing the deviance and lessening its incidence (Alvy, 1975*
Garmezy, 1975)*
This four-step process, with activities at each step
logically following the other, will provide a general frame
work below for presenting current knowledge regarding abuseneglect phenomena.

A separate section is devoted to

4

definition issues and to criticisms of the available research.
The information that has been gathered is then organized and
summarized in the context of etiological models that have been
proposed.

The fourth step, the development of intervention

and prevention strategies, will not be reviewed since it is
beyond the scope of this paper and since it has not been
addressed specifically regarding physical neglect, the topic
of this paper.

* ', t ; *
r p
S ' ' ‘’
‘
k
As was indicated in the introduction* the various
’*

disciplines involved have had difficulty both with defini'• S C»t’ * ■* - £
} ♦ :'
tion and empirical research issues. The unfortunate result
of the definition difficulties is that if one is to set the
theoretical and empirical stage for a psychological study of
physical neglect, one must first review much of the related
:
1 ^ - .. \ .v
:
.I '-if-y«
'"■
>
data on what has been loosely labeled physical abuse. Physical neglect, properly defined, has simply not been dealt
..

with in any systematic fashion. The scope of this review is
.
*
•■■, ■
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■
•'
’
■
’Y ’•
'
‘ J •'
nonetheless limited to those studies that gave more than a
passing mention to the psychological and social determinants
of parental maltreatment of children.

This review is not

concerned with the strict medical and legal aspects of the
problem, both professions having produced extensive litera
ture since the "battered child syndrome" was defined by
Kempe, Silverman, Steele, Proegemuller, and Silver (1962).
Several generalizations are gleaned from the professional
opinions of the past fifteen years, and the groundwork is
laid for the systematic testing of specific hypotheses.
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Definitions
The primary difficulty the various disciplines have
had regarding abuse and neglect is in the definition of
basic concepts.

Medical practitioners tend to use definitions

based on identifiable physical or anatomical symptoms.

Mental

health workers broaden their definitions to include signs of
- <£

psychological damage.

-.

Those who must deal with the perpetra

tors focus their definitions not only around observable,
physical, and psychological consequences, but also around
behavioral and motivational characteristics. Finally, legis• v"' •'-y
\
.'
.- ■'
lators and social policy specialists require comprehensive
definitions
which
take
into account
not only clinical, phys-■
■
' '■ •
•■
/'••; ' V,
1 • -;v V■■^;
.:•"1- •': /.. ••••
■
ical, and psychological aspects, but also cultural, social,
...

economic, and political factors as well (Gil, 1973)*
The problem therefore lies in deciding which forms of
child maltreatment
to include
in a research definition.
’ . . •'
.
•V
:•
y
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■
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Kempe and others (1962) defined the “battered child syndrome"
as a clinical conditioni
. . . in which a child is suffering from serious physi
cal injury inflicted upon him by other than accidental
means; is suffering from harm by reason of neglect, mal
nutrition, or sexual abuse; is going without necessary
and basic physical care; or is growing up under conditions
which threaten his physical or emotional survival (p. 1?).
This definition, which encompasses the total spectrum of
child maltreatment, has since been simplified by its authors
so that a "battered child" is defined asi
. . . any child who received nonaccidental physical in
jury (or injuries) a3 a result of acts (or omissions) on
the part of his parents or guardians (Kempe and Heifer,
1972, p. xi).

6

A similar total spectrum approach was taken by Fontana
(1973)*

Although he recognized that it would be useful to

be able to categorize physical abuse as one thing and neglect
as another, he also came to realize that the physical battering of children was only part of the whole picture of child
abuse.

Stating that it is both difficult and impractical to

define physical cruelty and neglect separately, he intro
duced the "maltreatment syndrome in children," and defined
it ast

*

• . . any treatment by which a child’s potential devel
opment is retarded or completely suppressed by mental,
emotional, or physical suffering, whether it is negative
(as in deprivation of emotional or material needs) or
positive (as in verbal abuse and battering)(p. 2 k ) ,
Additional all-inclusive definitions of child mal
%
•.-.V

v

treatment have been offered* Delaney (1966) defined abuse
•Vi*
5 :
l l
• • • any injury to the child's good health through phys
ical violence, gross neglect, or parental ignorance or
unc once m (p . 1&5)•
Gil (1973) defined abusive or neglectful acts or conditions
as i
.... .

.:•■•.

.

; . v ;-,r. , , ■

... •,

• • . any act of commission
institutions, or society as
from such acts or inaction,
equal rights and liberties,
optimal development (p. 7),

- •" ■

"•. ,t

•

. ""•

.•:i' v. •
'

or omission by individuals,
a whole, and any conditions
which deprive children of
and/or interfere with their

Odium (1959), Finberg ( 1 9 6 5 ) , and Silver (1 9 6 8 ) have employed
similar broad definitions* as has the United States Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare (1969 ).
Although these broad spectrum definitions have served
the purpose of generating interest in a serious child welfare

7

problem, they seem imprecise and confusing from a research
viewpoint, particularly if one attempts to deal with a speci
fic aspect of the total problem.

Indeed, many of the results

reviewed in the next section purportedly relating to physical
abuse are actually generally confounded by the inclusion of
cases more appropriately meeting physical neglect criteria.
In response to this confusion, there has been an in
creasingly supported trend to define the concepts separately.
In addition, since broad definitions assume a quantitative
difference between the various forms of abuse, they have been
challenged by those whose findings support qualitative dif'
ferences, particularly the fact that although most abuse
cases are accompanied by evidence of neglect, the reverse is
quite often not so (Elmer, 1963j Nurse, 1964f Young, 1964j
Caldston, 19651 Fontana, 1973)*

The legal field in particu

lar has opted for more precise definitions, as evidenced by
DeCourcy and DeCourcy*s (1973) "ideal” child protection law,
V-:'T- :,f

•

1

'.Z '.’. *

which listed specific criteria for abuse and neglect, an
approach supported by Cheney (1966 ).

This has resulted in

a particularly practical suggestion for researchers, that
being to employ as research definitions the legal definitions
currently in effect (Boisvert, 1972).

This point is dis

cussed further in the section dealing with the statement of
the problem.
Criticisms of the Available Research
Methodologically, much of the research in this area
has not met even minimum standards of scientific procedure.

8

Several criticisms have been leveled against the quality of
the data regarding both abuse and neglect.
First of all* the studies that set out to test speci
fic hypotheses in a controlled, rigorous, systematic fashion
are few in number.

Many start and end as broad studies with

relatively untested common sense assumptions (Spinetta and
Rigler, 1972).
Secondly, most researchers used samples easily avail
able from ready-at-hand local populations, and did not in
clude, for example, every parent reported within a certain
locale within a certain length of time (Spinetta and Rigler,
'
■
1972). Thus, these samples cannot be considered truly repre
sentative of parents who maltreat their children since many
or most are not seen in clinics where research is being implemented (Gelles, 1973)*
Thirdly, there have been very few attempts to compare
samples of abusive or neglectful parents with any reference
'
'» group of comparable non-abusive, non-neglectful parents
f
■ . "•
n
(Gelles, 1973)* This author is aware of only one study
which employed a reference group, that of Melnick and Hurley,
(1969).
Finally, practically all of the research has been
carried out ex post facto.

Very few studies have attempted

to test whether one can determine prior to the onset of the
problem which parents are most likely to abuse and neglect
(Spinexta and Rigler, 19721 Gelles, 1973)*

This would cur

rently be impossible with physical neglect since predictor

9

variabi **s have not as yet been sufficiently identified.
1rom a scientific viewpoint, these criticisms under
score thi fact that much of what is "known" about abuse and
neglect i

speculative and in need of systematic testing.

This limit ition must be kept in mind as etiological models
are presen' ed in the next section.
Etiological Models
Giver, the limited knowledge and the disparity in
background a; d orientation of those attempting tG further
their underslanding, it is not surprising that several etiological model i have been developed in an effort to account
for abuse-neg ect deviant behavior.

Many of these explana-

tions closely fit one or more of what Garmazy (1975) has
listed as the six most significant models that currently
coexist in psj shopathology. Three of these emphasize exo; ■ '"C i
genous variabi ss? ecological— deviant environments and stress*
developmental- -failures at transitional point?? in the life
cycle* and, le aiming and conditioning— acquisition of ineffective and in* ladaptive behaviors.

The other three stress

the internal < ausation of endogenous variables? genetic*
internal envi -onment— biochemical and metabolic factors* and,
neurophysiolo gical— deviant br^in functions.

Currently, these

latter varial les have not been largely nor directly implica
ted in expla lations of the abuse-neglect problem, and they
will not be considered further.
Omit ,ed from the above list is the famed medical model,
which Garmez y (1975) stated is not an etiological mode] at

10

all, but rather one that reflects an imprecise orientation to
psychopathology and is now so inextricably linked to ideo
logical and entrepreneurial concerns as to render it useless
from a scientific standpoint.

Indeed, the medical model has

been least productive of solid data in the abuse-neglect
area, and will be given only passing consideration in the
following discussion.

Evidence related to ecological, devel

opmental, and learning-conditioning models is presented below.
Ecological evidence
The effects of deviant or deprived environments and
the implied contribution of various economic, social, and
familial stresses have been studied extensively by gathering
demographic and socioeconomic data on abuse-neglect families.
The fairly consistent finding has been that abuse-neglect
parents are the products of, and propagate their own, multi.problem''families.

■( . \

'%

In one of the first studies to address this issue,
; ‘ ■
-*„•?■ *
*% f " ' '
.js*
■- \ '■ £
Kempe and others (1962) found a high incidence of divorce,
separation, and unstable marriages.
-■

%

'

••

/' •

/',

.-• *

The parents were most
• ■;

>

'

often young, married early, poorly educated, highly mobile,
and socially isolated from relatives and the rest of the
community-

In many of the families, the children were born

in very close succession, had many siblings, and were the
products of unwanted pregnancies.
criminal offenses were common.

Unemployment and minor

Figures from other abuse-

neglect samples have generally supported Kempe*s findings
(Boardman, 1962; Merrill, 1962; Elmer, 1963? McHenry, Girdany,
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and Elmer, 1963; Morris and Gould, 1963 ? Nurse, 1964;
Schloesser, 1964; Young, 1964; Galdston, 1965; Cameron,
Johnson, and Camps, 1966 ; Komisaruk, 1966; Simons, Downs,
Hurster, and Archer, 1966; Elmer, 196?; Elmer and Gregg,
19671 Heifer and Pollock, 19 6 7 ; Mulford and Cohen, 1967;
Wasserman, 1 9 6 7 j Birrell and Birrell, 1 9 6 8 ; Johnson and
ag
>
Morse, 1968 ; Bennie and Sclare, 1969* Ebbin, Gollub, Stein,
C‘

' j*.*f

£

'.

...

*s,

and Wilson, 1969? Gregg and Elmer, 1969? Resnick, 1969 ?
Skinner and V;Castle, 1969;
Gil,# 1973; Gelles, 1973s Nazzaro,
+
197**. See also Blumberg, 1964; Steele and Pollock, 1968 ;
Paulson and Blake, 1969; Zalba, 1971)•
-•
i &
■d
,.•
' V’•
The etiological model of abuse and neglect that emerges
from these data is that parents who maltreat their children
,.
;
‘
do so in response to a host of social, economic, and inter
personal difficulties and stresses.

This model leaves open

for speculation the notion that if these pressures were relieved, abuse-neglect incidence rates would drop accordingly.
As Gil (1973) argued regarding socioeconomic pressures, the
poverty of the lower class weakens caretaker coping mechan
isms, a vteakening that leads to lack of control, poor child
care, and physical attacks on children.

He argued further

that efforts at eradicating child maltreatment at the in
dividual level are doomed to failure unless broad ecological
changes are also implemented, a notion supported by Alvy
(1975).
The main difficulty with this etiological model is
that comparable reference groups have not been studied, and

12

thus this model does not account for contradictory evidence
that many multi-prob1am families are not characterized by
abuse or neglect c .

the children (Spinetta and Rigler, 1972).

Developmental evidence
It Has been repeatedly demonstrated that abusive-neg
lectful parents were themselves abused and neglected, phys
ically and emotionally as children.

In the majority of

Cises, the abuse-neglect incidents occured during the par
ents earliest developmental stages when the implications of
trauma are most severe (Kempe and others, 1962; Galdston,
1965* Bennie and Sclare, 1969; Resnick, 1969 ), although
others have found older children involved (Merrill, 1962;
Bryant, 1963; Delsordo, 1963 ).

The implication of this

finding is that trauma of this sort suffered by children
during vulnerable developmental stages is likely to be re
peated in the next generation. Steele and Pollock (1968)
i''K.£\*>*•'.
.* .
'■';!?!> •
....
*
..j,.
and Oliver and Taylor (1971)* for example, have shown many

:/*•!>*'V7.,:
H.

•'•Vi ,‘.V

.

'

' •' "•

'

" ..«■

histories of parents having been raised in the same style
that they have recreated in their own child rearing patterns.
That is, these parents have been deprived both of basic
mothering and of a deep sense of being cared for and about
from the beginning of their lives.
Evidence regarding the implication of abuse-neglect
trauma in the early developmental stages is so closely re
lated to the learning-conditioning evidence about to be re
viewed that a separate discussion is not necessary.

Pro

ponents of this developmental model view these parents as

13

crippled emotionally and socially as adults because of lone
liness, lack of protection, and lack of love as children
(Fontana, 1973)•

Further support for this notion is found

in Gibbons and Walker (1956), Easson and Steinhilber (1961),
Curtis (1963) # Harper (1963)* Corbett (196*0, Fairburn and
Hunt (1964), Bleiburg (19 6 5 )# Blue (1965)# Green (1965)*
Tuteur and Glotzer (1966), Flemming (1967 )» Gluckman (1968 ),
Paulson and Blake (1969)» Silver, Dublin, and Lourie (1969)*
and Cherry and Kuby (1971)* in addition to several of the
authors cited in the previous section.
Learning-conditioning evidence
Most of the etiological evidence that has been pub
lished suggested that parents who expose their children to
abusive or neglectful situations have learned ineffective
and maladaptive ways of thinking, perceiving, behaving, and
problem-solving*

These learned inadequacies, some of which

are traced to early developmental experiences, can be considered under two headings* child rearing patterns and per
sonality characteristics.
y ■ *'

Is

*

'

f

Child rearing patterns
There has been wide support for the notion that abu
sive-neglectful parents share common misunderstandings with
regard to the nature of child rearing.

Steele and Pollock

(1968) found that parents expected and demanded a great deal
from their infants and children, and did so prematurely, as
if the children were much older.

The parents felt insecure

14
and unsure of "being loved, and looked to their children as
sources of reassurance, comfort, and loving response, as if
the children could behave in an adult fashion.
Bain ( 1 9 6 3 ) , Morris and Gould ( 1 9 6 3 ) , Korsh, Chris
tian, Gozzi, and Carlson (1965)* Heifer and Pollock (1967),
Gregg ( 1 9 6 8 ) , Johnson and Morse ( 1 9 6 8 ) , and Hiller ( 1 9 6 9 )
also reported that these parents have a high expectation and
demand for the infant's or child's performance, and a corre
sponding disregard for the infant's or child's own needs,
limited abilities, and helplessness.

Galdston (1965) and

Tracy and Clark (1974) concurred that the parents treated
their children as adults, and added that the parents were in
capable of understanding the particular stages of development
of their children.
Tracy and Clark (197*0# speaking of both abusive and
neglectful parents, raised the issue of physical punishment
and discipline.

They suggested that these parents control

their children's behavior almost exclusively through the use
of physical punishment because they lack knowledge of alter
native means of controlling them.

This issue had previously

been raised by several authors, most notably Gil (1973)# who
stated that certain broad rearing principles, passed from
generation to generation, lead to abuse and neglect.

For

Gil, the cultural attitude permitting the use of physical
force in child rearing is the common core of all child mal
treatment.

He and others (Blumberg, 1964; Silver, 1968;

Steinmetz and Straus, 1971, Wandersman, 1971) have found
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higher levels of "normal violence” within the lower class
(wherein are found the highest abuse incidences)* including
a much more frequent use of harsh and deliberate physical
punishment.

Gil recommended systematic educational efforts

aimed at gradually changing this cultural attitude, and the
establishment of clear-cut cultural prohibitions against the
use of physical force in child rearing.
That physical punishment is related to abusive-neg
lectful rearing patterns is a notion supported by several
others (Cohen, Raphling, and Green, 1966* Gluckman, 1968*
Melnick and Hurley, 1969 * Boisvert, 1972* Gelles, 1973? Alvy,
1975)*

I"t has been argued, however, that physical discipline

techniques are unrelated to abuse and neglect in families,
especially since not all parents, who have learned to be
l

physically harsh, abuse and neglect their children (Blumberg,
1964* Nurse, 1964* Galdston, 1965* Komisaruk, 1966 }.
In one of the few studies to attempt to distinguish
ut
-t ;..»■■■
the child rearing patterns of abusive from neglectful parents,
Young (1964) found several differences.

In contrast to phys-

ically abusive parents, Young found that neglectful parents
did not deny the children outside attachments, did resist
outside placement for the children once their rearing pat
terns were legally challenged, were more consistent in dis
ciplining their children, and did not exhibit the same dom
inant family themes of punishment and power.

Neglectful

parents made fewer negative statements about their children,
and lacked the deliberateness apparent in the abusive parents*
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behavior.
In summary, the opinion is held by many that abusive
and neglectful parents are inadequate in that they lack
appropriate and basic child rearing knowledge.

The evidence

is that their attitudes, their expectations, possibly their
discipline, and other rearing techniques set them apart from
parents whose child rearing patterns fall within socially
sanctioned limits.
Personality characteristics
In reviewing the data regarding this topic, it becomes
abundantly clear that abusive and neglectful parents have not
learned many basic adult skills and have acquired several
maladaptive ways of perceiving themselves, their families,
and their environment.

However, attempts at describing the

personalities of the parents involved or of explaining how
they have acquired these characteristics have only moderately
succeeded.

Gelles ( 1 9 7 3 ) argued that this difficulty has

occurred for two reasons.

First of all, use of the medical

model of illness and disease by many of the researchers had
been counterproductive.

As both an etiological and descrip

tive model, the use of medical metaphor has not distinquished
the behaviors in question from their explanation.

For in

stance, the labeling of the uncontrolled aggression of abu
sive parents as a symptom of a sickness or illness character
ized by uncontrolled aggression is a circular, after-the-fact
explanation that possesses little value.
Secondly, Gelles (1973) argued that lack of scientific
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procedure, which has produced inconsistent and contradictory
results, has also led to highly speculative attempts to des
cribe the emotional adjustment and personality characteris
tics of these parents.

He demonstrated, for example, that of

nineteen personality traits listed by authors he reviewed,
there was agreement by two or more authors on only four
traits.
In order to clarify the descriptions that have been
attempted, some authors have grouped together similar char
acteristics.

The most widely quoted typology is that by

Merrill (1962).

Merrill noted three major clusters of per-

• /■.

•

.y

-

sonality characteristics in the parents he studied.

The

first group demonstrated hostility and aggressiveness, with
the appearance of being continuously angry at someone or some
thing.

This was not a controlled anger, but was continuously

with them, with the only stimulus needed for a direct expres
sion of this being the normal difficulties most parents exper
k
''..
.. ;
.*,
-%
ience daily. Zalba (1967) supported this notion*
;

'
■

The second group was identified by rigidity, compul-

- ,; • • • ,
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.
•' .

•• -

'

siveness, and lack of warmth.
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There were marked child rejec

tion attitudes, evidenced by the parents* primary concern
with their own pleasures and by inability to feel love and
protectiveness toward their children.

Others agreed (Kempe

and others, 1962; Ten Bensel, 1963; Jacobzinger, 1964*
Cochrane, 1965; Delaney, 1966* Young, 1967; Steele and
Pollock, 19681 Bennie and Sclare, 1969; Melnick and Hurley,
1969).
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A third group of parents had acquired patterns of pas
sivity and dependency.

These parents competed with their

children for the love and attention of their spouses.
lar patterns have been dt

Simi

ribed by Cohen, Raphling, and

Green (1966), Komisaruk (1966 ), Wasserman (1967 ), Johnson
and Morse (1968), Steele and Pollock (1968), Silver (1968 ),
Court (1969 ), and Fontana (1973)*
Three further attempts at classification can be re
duced to Merrill’s categories with slight modification
(Delsordo, 1963 ? Zalba, 1967; Boisvert, 1972).
In addition to learned emotional and personality char
acteristics that fit these typologies, abuse-neglect behavior
has also been linked to psychotic thought processes (Woolley
and Evans, 1955; Miller, 1959; Greengard, 1964; Platou, Len
nox, and Beasley, 196 ^; Cochrane, 1965; Simpson, 1967 and
1968 ), low intelligence (Fisher, 1958; Komisaruk, 1966;

Simpson, 1967 and 1968 ), and various other basic life skill
deficiencies making parental responsibilities particularly
difficult for these parents (Ten Have, 1965; Nomura, 1966;
Heins, 1969; Cherry and Kuby, 1971)*

Alternative, conflict

ing evidence has been offered by others (Adelson, 1961;
Kaufman, 1962; Kempe and others, 1962; Cameron, Johnson and
Camps, 1966; Laupus, 1966; Fleming, 196?; Wasserman, 1967;
Holter and Friedman, 1968; Ounsted, 1968; Steele and Pollock,
1968).
Again it must be stressed at this point that much of
the above data are speculative opinions and not based on
empirical research procedures.

In the most systematic and
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well-controlled abuse study, however, Melnick and Hurley
(1969 ) lent support to many of the above notions.

They found

that abusive mothers possessed significantly lower self esteem
than the reference mothers as measured by the California Test
of Personality.

In addition, they found that abusive mothers

scored higher than reference mothers on Thematic Apperception
Test (TAT) pathogenicity and dependency frustration, but lower
on TAT need to give nurturance,, ,manifest rejection (Hurley,
1965), and family satisfaction as measured by the Family
Concept Inventory.

The interpretation was made that abusive

mothers were unable to empathize with their children, had
severely frustrated dependency needs, had probably experienced
.■ '
*% ®
l 'f
J
;"
;7
"■
a history of emotional deprivation, and exhibited psychopath.... ,
*'/* ■
K,
ology associated with and perhaps contributing to very poor
family adjustment.

Although these authors did not attempt to

outline an etiological model, their data fit both developmen
tal and learning-conditioning frameworks.

They had matched

the groups on several of the typically cited ecological stress
factors.
To summarize the above, the basic tenet of the learn
ing-conditioning etiological model is that the life histories
of abusive-neglectful parents have ill-prepared them for
normal adult and parental responsibilities.

These parents

have learned ineffective and maladaptive ways of thinking,
perceiving, and behaving.

These learned inadequacies are

reflected in lack of appropriate child rearing knowledge
and techniques, in poor emotional and psychological
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adjustment, and ultimately in abuse-neglect incidents.
Overview models
In a review of the then available data, Gelles ( 1 9 7 3 )
argued that none of the above models could stand alone as a
satisfactory framework for construction of general laws
accounting for abuse-neglect deviant behavior.

This argument

had first been proposed by Gil ( 1 9 7 3 ) and Kempe and Heifer
( 1 9 7 2 ) , and has since been restated by Alvy ( 1 9 7 5 ) *

These

authors pointed out that physical maltreatment of children
is not a uniform phenomenon with one set of causal factors.
Many perpetrators do possess the psychological deficiencies
indicated by the formulators of developmental and learning
conditioning models, while others do not.

Many perpetrations

seem undeniably to be a result of overwhelming environmental
v

....

v

.

,

.

stresses, while others are only partially influenced by these
i f* '"tv"
external factors. In addition, these authors argued that the
usual explanations ignore deviant or atypical precipitating
behaviors on the part of the child victims, and environmental
■ £ -fc
tv**- . W'.'
cha ice factors that may transform ordinary circumstances into
a series of tragic events.
In order to provide a more comprehensive framework
for physical abuse, Gelles (1973) proposed a summary model
to include the many social and psychological factors that
have been implicated.

Basically, Gelles suggested that phys

ical abuse incidents are directly related to an immediate
precipitating situation which can usually be identified (for
example, child misbehavior, parental argument).

That this
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immediate situation is so inappropriately handled can toe re
lated to the varying effects of several social and psycho
logical predisposing factors.

Gelles identified foun

(1)

the parents* socialization experience (abuse, violence role
model, aggression)* (2) the social position of the parents
(age, sex, socioeconomic status)* (3) the parents* class and
*
* . .i \
..
community value system* and, (4) the parents* psychological
state (personality
traits, character traits, poor control,
gf-'
neurological states).

Each of these is made all the more

predisposing toy interacting with many of the ecological stress
factors previously cited.

When an immediate precipitating

situation occurs, these past and present influences on the
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parents pave the way for an atouse incident er series of inci
dents.
This and the other
offered
■is'Wr. [*■ ■v - ■
••
,toroad
v.• . models that-f
c
.•;have
:>’
*• •toeen
'
Yv
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‘
have led to the development of several physical abuse inter
vention strategies (for example, Kempe and Heifer, 1972), and
v
f v'm,
..'y-y
; ::y:..
^
treatises on prevention programs and policies (for example,
Gil, 1973* Alvy, 1975).

To summarize these developments

would toe beyond the more limited scope of this paper-

For

present purposes, it is important to note that the same at
tention has not toeen given to physical neglect, and neither
limited nor overview models have toeen devised for this be
havior.

This is likely due to the definition and empirical

research difficulties previously discussed.

This deficient

understanding and explanation of a deviant behavior, which
occurs as frequently as physical abuse (Lietoer, 1975), has
also pre-empted the development of an appropriate and

'W*&

% Wflr-A**T'V
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specific intervention strategy for physical neglect (Kempe
and Heifer, 1972).

Thus, regarding physical neglect, clear

definitions are lacking, little information has been gathered,
etiological models have not been devised, and appropriate
intervention strategies have yet to be developed.

The pre

sent study addressed a few of these issues.
Statement of the Problem
The most bewildering problem facing a researcher of
child maltreatment phenomena is that of definition.

As ex

plained in the section devoted to this problem, researchers
are most immediately confronted with disagreement regarding
• , 1
' ;;■ /
■
.
;
the worthiness of considering •'abuse" and ••neglect" as
v- '# . *'*^;f .•'p T * ■ ’
\ '
Y. .
:
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separate concepts. Regardless of how this is dealt with,
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one is then faced with a myriad of related terms, also dif-

fering in comprehensiveness and inconsistently defined*
*
The definition problem was dealt with in this study
by following the increasingly supported trend in the legal
field to opt for separate, specific definitions of child
• ,*'•”* / \-j f
•
*^
•
-'/V
abuse and child neglect. Since current North Dakota law
defines the terms separately, and since the subjects of this
study were mothers whose behavior warranted child protective
services for their children under the neglect clause, it
seemed most logically consistent to employ these definitions.
Accordingly, both definitions are given here so that legally
accepted differences are clear.

An abused child is defined
«...

ast
...

an individual under the age of eighteen years who
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is suffering from serious physical harm or traumatic
abuse caused by other than accidental means by a oerson
responsible for his welfare (North Dakota, House Bill No.
1257, 1975, ^ t h Legislative Assembly, Section 2, p. 1).
A neglected child is defined as "a deprived child as defined
in chapter 27-20," which in turn defines as deprived a child
who*
a. Is without proper parental care or control, sub
sistence, education as required by law, or other care or
control necessary for his physical, mental, or emotional
health, or morals, and the deprivation is not due pri
marily to the lack of financial means of his parents,
guardians, or other custodian;
b. Has been placed for care or adoption in violation
of law; or
c. Has been abandoned by his parents, guardians, or
other custodian (North Dakota, Century Code, Uniform
Juvenile Court Act, 1975, 27-20-02, pV 51).
t *
f
-* •
'
Like any of the other definitions discussed, these are
c,:

open to criticism on several grounds and, indeed, the neglect
.

...

... „v-v
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clause is broader than needed to describe the children of the
neglectful mothers who were studied.

Specifically, none of

the children had been placed for care or adoption in violation
of law, nor had any of them been abandoned.

Nonetheless, cri

teria for using the "abuse" and "neglect" labels had to be
chosen, and these legal definitions provided a reasonably
specific context in which to examine discipline and person
ality characteristics of mothers physically neglecting their
children.
The second problem faced in this study was the dearth
of statistically defensible findings that were thorough and
consistent.

As was shown in the literature review, this lack

of information is particularly evident regarding physically
neglectful behavior, which exists quite often in the absence
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of any evidence of physical abuse.

In selecting physical

neglect as the target behavior, this study attempted to pro
vide information regarding a behavior that has not been re
searched sufficiently.

In addition, this study was designed

to meet several of the previously listed criticisms which are
currently leveled against the quality of the data that are
available.

That is, an attempt was made to test specific

hypotheses, to study as representative a sample as possible,
and to use a reference sample as a means of comparison.
i
i
.*
A related problem was the choice of an experimental
design since the conclusions that may properly be drawn from
• l i ’i
jii.»
■
the findings are heavily dependent upon this factor. The
J • > :
v •*? ^ •> 'kn
4 : ■.£.
i
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design presented in the next chapter is a correlational deo.

sign (described by some authors as quasi-experimental), which
employed a reference group constructed by a method■ which al1;
I
fii^
V
_&$■■■
lowed some biases to operate. This design was chosen based
on three considerations suggested by Rossi (1970)* (1) the
large size of the expected differences between the groups was
' ",r . " - -^ : , ,i
_- •
»;,*
. ovo
' '; .
such that if a correlational design revealed insignificant
results, then it was not likely that a more precise, but more
costly, empirical method would show more than very slight
differences} (2) correlational designs have been shown to be
extremely useful in the investigation of effects that are
postulated to be the result of lengthy treatments, such as
would be the case with physically neglectful behavior; and,
(3) it has been shown to be most worthwhile to use correla
tional methods as the first stage in a research program
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regarding a target area about which little is known, again as
would be the case with physically neglectful behavior.

More

powerful experimental projects may then be designed based on
first stage results.
Despite the correlational nature of the data, the
potential effects of some biases, and the consequent limita
tions imposed upon the conclusions to be drawn, this design
was considered appropriate as an initial, efficient study of
a largely unexplored area.
Having dealt with the above issues, the final task was
to select hypotheses, the testing of which would not only
■y *
7!>
~
clarify pertinent issues in the existing literature, but would
v,-r>w

...

also point the way for further, more precise experimentation.
Based on the more empirical abuse literature reviewed above,
specifically Melnick and Hurley (1969 )# and also based on the
models of abuse behavior suggested by Kempe and Heifer (1972),
Gelles (1973)# Gil (1973), and Alvy (1975), the following
variables seemed particularly relevant to physical neglect»
self concept, level of self esteem in particular areas of
self perception, quality of self perception, psychological
adjustment, parental discipline history, mode and variability
of current parental discipline, and parental perception of
the current discipline situation.

The following, mostly

directional hypotheses were suggested as alternatives to the
null hypotheses of no differences between groups on these
variables!
(1) Neglectful mothers possess lower overall self
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concepts than mothers in the reference group.
(2) Neglectful mothers possess lower self esteem in
several specific areas of self perception than mothers in the
reference group.
(3) Neglectful mothers possess less consistent self
perceptions than mothers in the reference group.
(4) Neglectful mothers possess less definitive self
perceptions than mothers in the reference group.
(5) Neglectful mothers are generally and specifically
less psychologically adjusted than mothers in the reference
group.
(6) Neglectful mothers report experiencing as child
ren a higher level of aggression training (physical punish*ment for aggressive behavior) than mothers in the reference
group.
(7) Neglectful mothers report experiencing as child
ren a higher level of physical punishment for common, nonaggressive misbehaviors than mothers in the reference group.
(8) Neglectful mothers report using physical punish
ment to a greater degree than mothers in the reference group
for both aggressive and common misbehaviors.
(9) Neglectful mothers demonstrate less variability
(number of discipline options) than mothers in the reference
group regarding both aggressive and common misbehaviors.
(10) Neglectful mothers differ from mothers in the
reference group in perception of their own discipline pro
cedures, the effectiveness of their own discipline
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procedures, the ease with which their children are disci
plined, and the activity or energy level of their children.
The manner in which the above hypotheses are intercorrelated was additionally tested.
In summary, and in terms of the four-step scientific
process outlined above, this study served an information
gathering purpose.

Physical neglect was defined according

to law, a target group was chosen, and an appropriate empiri
cal design was devised.

The study was designed to make a

limited contribution to the pool of knowledge regarding
physical neglect, which may, in time, lead to an etiological
model and, later still, an appropriate and comprehensive
intervention and prevention strategy.
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Subjects
The subject pool consisted of twenty mothers, ten in
the target group composed of child-neglecting mothers, and
ten in the reference group which was used for comparison.
Participation in the study for members of both groups was
voluntary and confidential.
‘C •'
'-w
^ >*
The selection of target group subjects involved the
relatively simple procedure of contacting the most recent
referrals to the Grand Forks County Social Service Center,
which is the agency designated by North Dakota law to receive
and investigate reports of child abuse and neglect as pre4 4_ * "
viously defined. This process was begun on March 31» 1975*
A list of referrals spanning the previous eight months was
obtained, and the details of the cases were studied.

Only

those referrals where the alleged neglect by the mother was
substantiated and dealt with according to law (North Dakota,
Century Code, Uniform Juvenile Court Act, 1975, 27-20-30, pp.
65 -66 , and lk-09-2 2 , pp. 1 1 ^- 1 1 5 ) were retained for possible

selection.

In each of these remaining cases, a program of

child protective services had been initiated by the court,
and without exception in this group, the behaviors that were
investigated and substantiated involved the lack of basic
28
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physical care of their children.
Contacts were then initiated by the social workers
assigned to the cases, and the mothers* voluntary partici
pation was requested.

It was explained to them that a psy

chology trainee on the staff of the Grand Forks County Social
Service Center was attempting to study and better understand
what is involved when mothers have difficulty raising, caring
for, and disciplining their children.

Of the eleven most

current referrals contacted, only one mother declined to
participate. Appointments for data collecting sessions with
;II
..
7 .. ■
’
-’-i „V,’
.
,•.
the ten volunteers were made directly by the author.
Regarding the sample size of ten, it should be noted
that the possibility for employing a truly large sample of
neglectful mothers simply did not exist.

Within the popula

tion of Grand Forks County, North Dakota, only a limited num..." .
‘
.. s
■
ber of fairly current neglect referrals were available. Al
though sample size could have been increased by including
less current neglect cases, this would have introduced ob
vious biases that could have compromised the findings even
further.
Selection of the reference group subjects was begun
following the completion of target group data collection on
Way 9, 1975*

Prior to this date, eight social work employees

of the Grand Forks County Social Service Center submitted to
the author a list of fifty-three mothers who, in the workers'
professional opinions, were performing their parental respons
ibilities adequately or better, and against whom there had
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been no neglect complaints.

Each of these mothers was re

ceiving services from the Social Service Center under one of
several federal and state programs.

Due to stringent eli

gibility requirements for these programs, fairly extensive
personal data regarding these mothers was contained within
the agency's files, and therefore legally accessible to case
workers.

This information pool was used in the following

manner for selection of appropriate reference group subjects.
During target group data collection, a ten item per
sonal data questionnaire was administered.

The directions

and questions are presented in Appendix I.

They concerned

the following variables* age, education, age when first mar
ried, employment, income, mobility, marital status and his
tory, community involvement through formal and informal
social contacts, number of children, and ages of children.
Copies of this same questionnaire were given to the eight
social workers mentioned above, and based on their access to
client information, they provided the author with as much
personal data as possible on all fifty-three names submitted
as potential reference group subjects.

For those items where

necessary information was not on file, most frequently on
item number eight regarding community involvement, the case
workers were asked to make an estimate based on their per
sonal acquaintance with the subjects.

With this personal

data available on ten target group subjects and fifty-three
potential reference group subjects, the author then proceeded
to construct a reference group whose distribution on each of
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several pertinent variables would be matched as closely as
possible to the target group's distribution.

This group

matching procedure was used to increase the precision of the
statistical analyses by decreasing possible sources of error

(MeRemar, 1969).
The first step in the construction of the reference
group was to calculate the target group's central tendency
on each variable.

Potential reference group subjects were

then selected based on approximate individual similarity to
the target group distribution.

Individual data from selected

subjects were then combined, and the central tendency was
calculated.
' v

Reference group distributions constructed in this
* ' **•

' '

'

...

manner were compared to the existing target group.

Matching

was considered to have been accomplished on each variable when
a t test for small independent samples resulted in statisically insignificant differences (0.05 level of significance)
between groups (McNemar, 1969).

A Mann-Whitney U test was

employed with the social position index (Hollingshead, 1957)
,
■j
since these data were on an ordinal level of measurement
(Siegel, 1956).

As might be expected, and despite the demo

graphic commonality of social welfare clients, numerous sam
ples of ten needed to be selected from the total pool of
fifty-three before matching on all variables was achieved.
The final reference group was the result of many tedious
hours of statistical procedure.

Once selected, the appro

priate ten subjects were contacted by their case workers,
and they were given the same explanation of the study as
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that given tc the target group.

Fortunately, none of the

selected subjects declined to participate.

Appointments for

data collecting sessions were made directly by the author.
During reference group data collection, the author
verified with the individual subjects the personal data that
were previously provided by the case workers and which were
used in reference group selection.

Despite minor discrepan

cies caused by file inaccuracies, the matching that was ini
tially achieved between groups was for the most part preserved
with the final subject-verified data.

The results are sum

marized in Table 1 and Table 2 on the following page.

Per

fect matching was achieved on race and sex since all subjects
were white females.

The other pertinent variables, as indi

cated in the tables, remained successfully matched with the
exception of the number of formal social contacts each week
that were reported by the subjects.

The reference group had

significantly more formal social contacts each week, a dif
ference readily attributed to the fact that seven reference
group mothers, compared to three neglectful mothers, were
employed at least part-time outside the home.

Apparently,

when the case workers made their estimates for the author,
they were unaware in many cases that their clients were sub
sidizing their welfare grants through part-time employment.
Therefore, the±r estimates of community involvement (item
number eight; proved inaccurate.

Further efforts to match

the groups on this variable failed, and it was decided that
this bias would not seriously disrupt the remaining statis
tical analyses.
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TABLE 1
PERSONAL QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

SD

M

t

'tem Content

Age ................
Age f i ~st married . •
Years ducation . . .
Weekly income . . . .
No. of moves previov 3 2 years • .
Marital status*
No. larriages . .
No. divorces • . •
Social .nvolvementi
No. :nformal * . •
No. 1 ormal . . . .
No. of c aildxvm
Males . . . . . .
Femal is • • • • •
Ages of children*
Males . . . . . *
Femal
• • . • *
j s

Neg.

Ref.

Neg.

Ref.

29.60
19.90
11.00
99.50

32.70
19.10
12.90
102.60

6.09
2.54
12.40

9.3S
2.21
1.51
6.55

-1.92
-0.51

2.40

1.30

2.58

1.74

1.06

1.50

1.30
1.10

0.81
0.78

0.46
^ .54

0.65a

1.30

4.80
l.?0

4.50
4.30

2.60
2.41

3.64
2.57

0.20
-2.21b

2.20

1.80
1.10

1.60

1.00

0.98
0.94

0.64
-0.22

7.97
8.83

2.53
3.90

3.68
3.00

-1.70
-1.38

i . e o

5.34
5 . 9 5

2.30

-0.83
0.76

0.63

aELght in each divorced currently, two married.
bp < 0.05
TABIE 2
SOCIAL POSITION INDEX
Median
U

Index

Educalion . . . . . . . .
Occupf t i o n ........ . •
Combi ted i n d e x ........

Neg.

Ref.

18.00
4 6 .8 8
67.38

12.17
46.88
6 3.83

• • •
•

•

•

25.50

3^

The implication of these matched data was that differences found between groups on other measures could not in
this case be attributed to these several variables which have
been shown to be characteristic of parents who abuse and neg
lect their children.
Data Collecting Sessions
Since many of the subjects were without transportation,
sixteen of the data collecting sessions were held in the subi .‘■ '
Fit
jects* homes. The remaining four subjects, two from each
vI *• «
group, were seen at the Grand Forks County Social Service
Center.

Each subject was interviewed and tested individually.

Sessions varied in length from 60 to 150 minutes.
Measurement Instruments
Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS)
The TSCS is a multi-dimensional self concept measure
developed by Fitts in 1955 and since revised (1965).

The

Scale consists of one hundred self-descriptive statements
which the subject uses to portray his own picture of himself.
The scale is self-administering and can be used with subjects
age twelve or older and having at least a sixth grade reading
level.

It is based on the theory that an individual's self

concept is highly influential in much of his behavior and
also directly related to his general personality and state of
mental health.
The Clinical and Research Form, which was employed in
this study, differs from the Counseling Form only in that it
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has more complex scoring, analysis, and interpretation pro
cedures.

The C and R Form provides thirty profiled scores,

with norms based on a broad and varied standardization group.
While measuring the overall level of self concept, the TSC3
also breaks the variable into eight ’•types" of self esteem,
and provides scores for each (identity, self satisfaction,
behavior, physical self, moral-ethical self, personal self,
family self, and social self).

In addition, the TSCS measures

one's capacity for self criticism, the consistency and defin
itiveness of the self perception, response set or bias, net
and total conflict, defensive position, general maladjustment,
psychosis, personality disorder, neurosis, personality inte
gration, and number of deviant signs.
Test-retest reliability coefficients are reported for
all major scores.

The scale has been validated according to

four procedures* (1) content validity* (2) discrimination
between groups* (3) correlation with other personality measures (for example, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
|
f-M
Inventory
and
the
Edward’s
Personal Preference Schedule)*
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and, (4) personality changes under particular conditions.
These data supported the use of the TSCS as a widely applicable, well-standardized, reliable, and valid measure of a
subject's self concept and psychological adjustment.

It

seemed almost tailor made for testing several of the hypo
theses under study.
Perceived Aggression Training (PAT) Instrument
The first of two measures dealing with parental
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discipline history was the PAT.

This instrument is a self-

administering, twenty-six item scale dealing with various
forms of aggressive behavior manifested by children, and the
perceived (respondent's perception) reactions of his mother
(thirteen items) and his father (thirteen items).

The sub

ject is allowed to respond with five categories* nc action
(which receives a score of 0), mild reprimand (scored 1),
harsh words (scored 2), slap (scored 3), and severe punish
ment (scored k )»

The scale purportedly measures the degree

of aggression training (that is, physical punishment for
aggressive behavior) in the respondent's childhood.

The

lowest score of 0 represents no perceived aggression training,
and the highest score of 10^ represents perception of extreme
aggression training.

The intermediate range represents in-

termediate levels of PAT.

Larsen and Schwendiman (1970) re

ported a 0.89 reliability coefficient, and provided some
*

validity data.

A copy of PAT items appears in Appendix III.

Perceived Childhood Discipline Instrument
To provide a measure of parental discipline history
with regard to common misbehaviors in addition to aggressive
behaviors, twenty-four items (twelve for each parent) were
administered following the PAT.

Identical response categor

ies were used, and the items dealt with the same common mis
behaviors as were covered in the standardized interview (see
below) of the mother regarding her

discipline techniques.

Three of the fifteen interview items were identical to PAT
items and were therefore not repeated in this additional

3?

measure.

The lowest score of 0 represents no perceived use

of physical punishment, and the highest score of 96 repre
sents perceived use of extreme physical punishment.
termediate range represents intermediate levels.

The in

A pilot

study (see Appendix II) yielded a 0.8? test-retest reliabil
ity coefficient for this measure.

A copy of the items as

they were employed in the final study appears in Appendix
III.
Interview Regarding Current Discipline Techniques
To measure current discipline techniques, a standard
ized interview procedure based on independent ratings was
designed to yield a measure of the amount of physical punishment employed, as well as a measure of the number of disci
pline options utilized by the mothers. . An interview of this
nature appeared to be the most reliable and valid technique
for ascertaining current discipline procedures.

Becker and

Krug (1965 ) demonstrated that the typical measurements of
parental attitudes used in research of parent-child relations
do not predict very much very well.

Zunich (1962) demonstrat

ed the pitfalls of laboratory observation research of parentchild relations.

On the other hand, direct interviews have

been shown to be acceptably reliable and valid (Hoffman,
1957, I960, and 1963* Smith, 1958; Chamberlin, 1969 ), espe
cially when parents are asked to "describe'* rather than
"interpret" discipline practices.

The pilot study which led

to the final form of the interview employed in this study is
described in Appendix IV.

Rater training and rating
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procedures are outlined in Appendix V.
The interview dealt with fifteen common, in-home mis
behaviors which are likely to evoke some kind of parental
discipline response.

Each situation was designed to allow

for continued noncompliance on the part of the child and ap
plication of different discipline options by the mother.

In

each situation, the interviewer described the incident, asked
the mother to describe how she would handle it, asked her how
she would handle it if her first option failed, and again,
how she would handle it if her second option failed.

Thus,

the mothers had the opportunity of describing one to three
distinct options in each situation.

The fifteen situations

involved* refusing to come to a meal, making a mess at a meal,
throwing a temper tantrum, behaving destructively, crying
continuously, interrupting a telephone conversation, sex
play, talking back, getting into parental property, playing
with the stove, refusing to go to bed, slapping, lying,
swearing, and making a mess in one's pants while playing.
.
'
:
.} $ ;
y
,i
(The underlined items are the three essential PAT aggressive
behaviors).
Each interview was tape recorded so that the subjects'
answers could be rated and categorized by two independent
raters, neither of whom knew to which group the particular
subject being rated belonged.

Each situation was scored

along two dimensions* use of physical punishment (P), and
discipline variability (V).

To measure the former, each

response was categorized according to the following criteria*

39

(1) The subject takes no disciplinary action (for
example, ignoring behavior, indicating acceptance, or com
plying with the child’s demands), scored 0,
(2) The subject uses mild non-physical technique (for
example, requesting or persuading the child to change in a
respectful way through realistic cause-effect reasoning!
cognitively linking the withdrawal of a privilege or activity
restrictions to the situational consequences of the behavior;
giving the child some face saving control over the duration
and severity of the punishment; or criticizing the behavior
in an objective way that does not lower the child’s self es
teem or threaten the parent-child love relationship), scored
4
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(3) The subject uses harsh non-physical technique (for
example, ordering the child to change in terms of obedience
to authority without providing reasons; restricting activity
or withdrawing privileges without relating them to situation•

•

-

*

al consequences or giving the child some face saving control
over the duration and severity of the punishment; or criticizing the child’s behavior in an unobjective way that tends
to lower self esteem* "you’re a bad boy," "only babies do
that," "we don’t do that in this family," "I won’t love you
if you keep on behaving like that"), scored 2,
(4) The subject uses mild physical punishment (for
example, mild spanking, shaking, or slapping in a manner that
would cause stress, but only mild physical pain to the child),
scored 3.
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(5 )

The subject uses severe physical punishment (for

example, severe spanking, shaking, or slapping in a manner
that would cause stress and severe physical pain to the
child; slapping the face or head; using an object other than
the hand; pushing the child into surrounding objects; or
pulling the child in a manner that could injure), scored 4.
These categories closely resembled those of Chamberlin
(1969) and Larsen and Schwendiman (1970), and represented a
scorable continuum from no physical punishment to severe
physical punishment.

Each subject received fifteen situation

P scores and one total P score*

Situation P scores could

range from 0 to 12, and total P scores could range from 0 to
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*

To measure discipline variability (V), each mother
received a situation score which represented the number of
discipline options employed, that is, the actual number of
response categories that were necessary to cover the mother*s
-V ;•.

handling of the situation.

For each situation, V scores

could range from 1 (same category used three times) to 3
(three different categories used).

Each subject received

fifteen situation V scores, and a total V score ranging from
a possible low of 15 to a high of 45.

Appendix VI contains

sample interview transcripts as well as how they were scored.
Perception of Current Discipline Situation
The final instrument involved a measurement of the
subject's perception of four aspects of the current disci
pline situation (Coopersmith, 1967; Melnick and Hurley, 1969)*

(1) their own discipline procedures as different from their
parents’ discipline procedures* (2) the effectiveness of
their own discipline procedures* (3) the ease with which
their children are disciplined* and, (4) the activity or
energy level of their children.
ployed appears in Appendix VIII.

The rating instrument em

CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Personal Questionnaire Data
Before discussing the ten specific hypotheses tested,
a word must be said regarding the demographic and socioeco
nomic characteristics of these samples.

The literature re

view demonstrated that proponents of an ecological model of
child maltreatment believe that parents are responding to a
host of social, economic, and interpersonal stresses.

The

?

specific variables that the target and reference groups were
matched on were derived from this literature.

In order to

provide a context for discussion of stress factors in Chapter
IV* the personal data of the neglectful mothers were compared
where possible to national averages on these same variables.
That it was possible to construct a reference sample matched
on these same variables will be discussed in the next chap
ter.
The personal questionnaire data were largely consis
tent with the usual findings regarding these on-going stress
factors faced by child-maltreating parents.

The neglect

sample was not particularly young (mean age = 29.6), but
they were married for the first time at a younger age (mean
age = 19*9) than the national median for females (median
^2

A?
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age = 2 1 . lj United States Bureau of the Census, Statistical
Abstract, 1975).

The neglect group's index of social posi

tion was within Class V, Hollingshead*s (1957) lowest class
based on educational and occupational factors.

The years of

education of the neglectful mothers (mean years = 11.0) was
below the national median of 12.3 years for white females
(United States Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract,
1975)*

Income level was consistent with the index of social

position since the neglect group's mean yearly income of
$5*174 was slightly above the government accepted poverty
level of $5*050 for a family of four (United States Bureau
of the Census, Statistical Abstract, 1975)*

The neglectful

mothers did hare larger families (mean = 1.6 children) than
'•••
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the current national average of 0.96 children per family
(United States Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract,
1975)* although the children were older (mean age <= 5*65)
than what is ordinarily reported for abused children.

The

gi’oup was somewhat mobile, having moved on the average of
2.4 times within the past two years.

Community involvement

was not lacking, particularly in the number of informal
. .

social contacts per week.

..■)

Only three of ten of the neglect

group held employment outside the home, compared to seven of
ten of the reference group, and this was the only variable on
which matching was not achieved.

Although an appropriate

national statistic was not available, it was determined that
marital instability characterized this group as it has other
abuse-neglect samples studied.

The average subject had been

married 1.5 times and divorced 1 .3 times
Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS)
In order to test five of the study's hypotheses, twen
ty-three of the thirty TSCS scores were compared through the
use of the t test for small independent samples (MCNemar,
1969), and a 0.05 level of significance was adopted.

A twen

ty-fourth score, the number of deviant signs, was compared
through the use of the Mann-Whitney U test (Siegel, 1956), a
non-parametric statistic necessitated by the extreme skewness
of this score's normative distribution (Pitts, 1965)*

Option

al time scores were not recorded, and five distribution sub
scores were not compared because a significant difference did
not exist between groups on the overall distribution score.
The results of these comparisons are indicated in Table 3 .
Before proceeding further with the results, it should
be noted that the author was fully aware of the increased
possibility of type I errors (that is, rejecting the null
"'V' '"‘r
'„ v* 1
' . . i f " ' '.
hypothesis of no difference between groups when in fact it
is true) when calculating multiple t tests at one level of
significance.

For example, at a 0.05 level of significance

one would expect one t test in twenty to produce a signifi
cant result simply on the basis of chance.

The decision to

proceed with a t test analysis of the TSCS despite this risk
was ba*ed on the following consideration.
The TSCS is composed of highly related scales, both
conceptually and statistically, and it was possible prior to
any testing to predict not only the direction of the
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TABLE 3
TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE (TSCS)

is1

SD
t

Subscales

..iv--' ••

*

*

•

Ref.

Neg.

Ref.

45.9
40.2

52.5

11.51
10.94
10.74
13.91
9»14

11.60

50.6

15.53

-1 . 2 1
-2 .20a
-0.86
—0.20
-0.40

10.82
13.14
11.45
12.64
9.25
15.54
12.55
1 1 .2 ?
10.33
9.62

9.72
12.34
9.38
10.51
5.32
6.44
7.28
5.59
10.18
12.70

-1.55
0.38
-2.23^
-1.35
-1.35
0*89
0.73
1.34
-0.13
-0.08

9.79

51.6

47.4
40.?

56.3
48.6
43.1
54.2

9.04
12.44
11.20

46.7
55.1
41.2
50.3
46.1
56.4
53.0
54.3
46.7
50.4

57.7
50.9
51.4
49.5
48.?
47.3
$0.8

44.0
46.9

44.2
51.3

9.40
14.52

8.88

-0.04
-0.78°

55.4

50.8

14.13

6.65

0.88

56.3
64.4

$1.0
45.2

13.28

11.18
14.7?

52.4
53*3

47.0
52.7

1 1 .7 6

7.32

9.67

10.68

1.17
0.13

44.1

53.4

^T
•
OO

Self concept . . . .
Identity . . . . . .
Self satisfaction .
Behavior . . . . . .
’hysical self . . .
1foral-ethical
S'©If
I arsenal self . . .
I imily self . . . .
S ocial self . . . .
S ilf criticism . . .
T me-false ratio . «
Total conflict • • 0 4
Ni t conflict . . . .
T< tal variability •
R< w variability • .
C( lumn varia
bility • . • • •
I>: stribution . . . .
Ik fensive posi~
*tion
,
G< neral malad
justment » . . .
Pi ychosis • • • • .
P< rsonality dis
order . . . . . .
Nmrosis . . . . . .
Pirsonality inte
gration . . . . .
? d # of deviant
sl^ns • • • • • •

Neg.

8.86

-2.28a

65 .od

52.5d

• • •

26.00e

52.8
52.2

11.40 *

• •

a

0.92,
3.09b

ap < 0.025
bp < 0.005
cSeparate distribution of scores 1-5 not calculated.
^Median values necessitated by extreme skewness.
eU value t p<0.05
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difference between groups on individual scores, but also
directional patterns between groups on related scores.

Since

it had been previously decided to discuss any eventual results
in terms of these pattern differences, and not to overempha
size a found difference on any isolated scale, it was felt
that a t test analysis would meet stringency requirements in
this case.

As will be demonstrated below, the author's wil

lingness to downplay the significance of isolated findings
and to risk directional predictions prior to testing was re
warded in the final analysis in that* (1) the predicted dir
ectional patterns were indeed found, and (2) the least sig■
J■0 :'
. '
■ • ■ : . :■t $ '
t•
o .nifleant score differences were found to be beyond the 0.025
level rather than just the 0.05 level.

It should be addition

ally noted that although the use of a one-tailed test in these
analyses likely decreased the risk of type II errors (that is,
accepting the null hypothesis when in fact it is false), the
increased defensiveness of the target mothers relative to the
reference group (see below) likely altered many of their TSCS
scores, raising the possibility that several type II errors
did occur.

Therefore, in terms of the exploratory nature of

this study, if this in fact did happen, the TSCS analysis
may have been even more stringent than needed.

This point

will be made more clear in the following consideration of the
separate hypotheses examined through the use of the TSCS.
Hypothesis Onet Neglectful mothers possess lower
overa11 self concepts than mothers in the reference group.
The total positive score on the TSCS reflects a subject*s

4?

overall level of self esteem.

Persons with high scores tend

to like themselves* feel they are persons of value and worth,
have confidence in themselves, and act accordingly.

People

with low scores are doubtful about their own worth, see them
selves as undesirable, often feel anxious, depressed, and
unhappy, and have little faith or confidence in themselves
(Fitts, 1965).

This first hypothesis was rejected, although

the difference was in the predicted direction.
Hypothesis Twot Neglectful mothers possess lower
self esteem in several specific areas of self perception than
mothers in the reference group.

The eight positive subscores

on the T.SCS regarding this hypothesis are described below.
It should be noted that with the exception of the personal
self scale, all of the group differences on these scales were
in the predicted directions whether significant or not.
Identity.
items.

This score is derived from the "what I am"

The individual is describing her basic identity— what

she is as she sees herself (Fitts, 1965)*

The sub-hypothesis

that neglectful mothers possess a lower or weaker sense of
identity was accepted ( p < 0 .025).
Self satisfaction.

This score is derived from those

items where the individual describes how she feels about the
self she perceives.

In general, this score reflects the per

son's level of self-acceptance (Fitts, 1965 ).

The sub-hypo-

thesis that neglectful mothers would indicate less self
satisfaction than the reference group was rejected.
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Behavior*

This score is derived from those items that

say "this is what I do," or "this is the way I act."

Thus,

this score measures the individual’s perception of her own
behavior or the way she functions (Fitts, 1965)*

The sub

hypothesis that neglectful mothers would describe their be
havior as less acceptable than the reference mothers was re
jected.
The pattern of these first three subscores was noted
in that the pattern is largely determined by the standards
and expectations the individual has for herself.

For example,

an individual may score very high on identity and behavior,
yet low on self satisfaction because of very high standards
and expectations.

In this case, neglectful mothers expressed

the opinion that their behavior fell satisfactorily within
the standards they have set for themselves, but their opinion
of their basic identity did not.

Reference group mothers, on

the other hand, expressed satisfaction both with the identi
ties they have achieved and their behavior.
Physical self.

Here the individual is expressing her

view of her body, her state of health, her physical appear
ance, skills, and sexuality (Fitts, 1965 )*

The sub-hypothesis

related to this variable was rejected.
Moral-ethical self.

This score describes the self

from a moral-ethical frame of reference— moral worth, rela
tionship to God., feelings of being a "good" or "bad" person,
and satisfaction with one's religion or- lack of it (Fitts,

1965)*

The relevent sub-hypothesis was rejected

Personal self*

This score reflects the individual's

sense of personal worth, her feeling of adequacy as a person,
and her evaluation of her personality apart from her body or
her relationship to others (Fitts, 1965)*

The pertinent

sub-hypothesis was rejected, and the fact that the neglect
group actually scored higher than the reference group will
be discussed in the following chapter.
Family self.

This score reflects one's feelings of

adequacy, worth, and value as a family member.

It refers to

the individual's perception of self in reference to her
closest and most immediate circle of associates (Fitts, 1965)*
As predicted, this sample of neglectful mothers demonstrated
significantly lower self esteem than the reference group in
relation to their family status and the feeling of belonging
to an intimate group (p< 0 .025 ).
Social self.

This is another "self as perceived in

relation to others" score, but pertains to "others" in a
more general way.

It reflects the person's sense of adequacy

and worth in her social interaction with other people in
general (Fitts, 1965 ).

The sub-hypothesis related to this

variable was rejected.
Hypothesis Threet Neglectful mothers possess less
consistent self perceptions than mothers in the reference
group.

A test of this hypothesis was made by comparing the
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group's total column and row variability scores, and their
net and total conflict scores on the TSCS.

The variability

scores represent the amount of variability, or inconsistency,
from one area of self perception to another.

High scores

mean that the person's self concept is so variable from one
area to another as to reflect little unity or integration.
High scoring persons tend to compartmentalize certain areas
of self and view these areas quite apart from the remainder
of the self.

Well integrated persons generally score below

the mean on these scores but above the first percentile
(Fitts, 1965 ).

Both group means were within the well inte

grated range.
The conflict scores are reflections of conflicting
responses to positive and negative items within the same
area of self perception.

These scores differ from the vari

ability scores, which reflect fluctuations from one area of
self perception to another.

In general, high conflict scores

indicate confusion, contradiction, and general conflict in
self perception.

Low scores have the opposite interpreta

tion (Fitts, 1965).
Based on comparisons of these several scores, hypo
thesis three was rejected.

In this case, the groups did not

differ in the consistency of their self perceptions, although
the differences that did exist were mostly in the predicted
direction.
Hypothesis Four? Neglectful mothers possess less de
finitive self perceptions than mothers in the reference
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group*

A test of this hypothesis was made by comparing the

groups’ true-false ratio scores and their distribution scores.
The former is a measure of response set or bias, an indica
tion of whether the subject's approach to the task involves
any strong tendency to agree or disagree regardless of item
content#

Considered from the framework of self theory, high

scores indicate the individual is achieving self definition
by focusing on what she is and is relatively unable to accom
plish the same thing by eliminating or rejecting what she is
not*

Low scores mean the exact opposite, and the middle

ranges indicate achievement of self definition by a more
balanced employment of both tendencies (Fitts, 1965)*
The distribution score is a summary of answer choice
distributions and is interpreted as a measure of certainty
about the way one sees oneself.

High scores indicate that

the subject is very definite and certain in what she says
about herself while low scores mean just the opposite (Fitts,

Based on comparisons of these two scores, hypothesis
four was rejected.

Although differences were in predicted

directions, it could not be said in this case that neglect
ful mothers had less definitive self perceptions.
Hypothesis Fivet Neglectful mothers are generally and
specifically less psychologically adjusted than mothers in
the reference group.

A test of several sub-hypotheses was

made by comparing the groups’ TSCS scores on relevent vari
ables
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Self criticism*

This score is derived from several

mildly derogatory statements that most people admit as being
true of them.

Individuals who deny most of these statements

and achieve low scores most often are being defensive and
making a deliberate effort to present a favorable picture of
themselves."^ High scores generally indicate a normal, healthy
openness and capacity for self criticism (Fitts, 1965)*
Particularly based on the fact that the neglect group
had recently been involved in litigation regarding the care
of their children, it was predicted that they would be more
defensive than the reference group.

This hypothesis was re

jected statistically, but just barely.

Although none of the

neglectful mothers scored below the bottom normal limit for
f
■i, ■:J
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self criticism, thus invalidating the scale, the neglect
group as a whole demonstrated a trend toward defensiveness.
The main implication of such a trend was that the nine TSCS
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self esteem scores were probably artificially elevated by
increased defensiveness (Fitts, 1965).

Since the neglect

group demonstrated such a trend, the level of confidence
with which the above self esteem differences could be accept
ed was higher than if the groups had been equally self crit
ical.

This trend also suggested that the directional hypo

theses regarding total self esteem, moral-ethical self, and
social self, which were just barely rejected, might well have
been accepted if self criticism scores had been more nearly
comparable.
Defensive position.

This is a more subtle measure of
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defensiveness than the self criticism score.

High scores in

dicate positive self description stemming from defensive dis
tortion.

Significantly low scores mean that the person is

lacking in the usual defenses for maintaining even minimal
self esteem.

From a psychological adjustment viewpoint, this

score stems from a basic hypothesis of self theory-*--that per
sons who exhibit deviant behavior do have negative self con
cepts at some level of awareness, regardless of how positive
ly they describe themselves on less subtle measures.
As with the self criticism hypothesis, defensive posi
tion scores were in the predicted direction with neglectful
mothers exhibiting higher levels of defensiveness, but the
difference was not significant.
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This scale is composed of

twenty-four items which differentiate psychiatric patients
from non-patients but do not differentiate between diagnostic
groups.

Thus, it serves as a general index of adjustment-

maladjustment, but provides no clues to how this might be
specifically defined.

In this case, neglectful mothers

scored higher in general maladjustment than the reference
group as predicted, but the difference was not significant.
Psychosis.

This scale is based on twenty-three items

which best differentiate what have been diagnosed as psycho
tic groups from all other patient groups.
not further define this concept.

Fitts (196 5 ) did

The difference between

groups on this variable was highly significant (p< 0 .005)»
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with the neglect group demonstrating psychotic tendencies to
a greater degree than the reference group.
Personality disorder*

This scale consists of twenty-

seven items that differentiate this diagnostic category from
other patient groups, and refers to persons with basic per
sonality defects and weaknesses (Pitts, 1965)*

The neglect

ful mothers did score higher on this variable, but the dif
ference from the reference group was not significant.
Neurosis.

This scale consists of twenty-seven items

which differentiate psychiatrically diagnosed neurotic patients from other patient groups*
ther define this concept.

Pitts (1965) did not fur

The comparison on this variable

yielded the least significant difference between groups, al
though still in the predicted direction.

Both groups scored

slightly above the normative mean on this variable, an in
dication of equally elevated anxiety (neurotic) levels.
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twenty-five items and the score is a measure of the individ
ual’s similarity to a group of people who, by a variety of
criteria, were judged to be average or better in terms of
level of adjustment or degree of personality integration.
It was predicted that the reference group subjects would more
closely resemble this normative group than the neglectful
mothers, and this was statistically supported ( p < 0 .025 ).
Number of deviant signs.

This score is the TSCS’s
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best index of psychological disturbance, and alone identifies
deviant individuals with about 80 percent accuracy (Fitts,
1965)*

The score consists of a count of deviant profile

features, and supports Berg's (1957) "deviation hypothesis"
that individuals who deviate sharply from the norm in minor
behaviors (in this case, extreme scores beyond normal profile
limits) are likely to be deviant in more major aspects of
behavior.
Neglecting one’s children is certainly a major aspect
of behavior, and this scale did significantly differentiate
between the two groups as predicted (p<0.05).

That a dif-

ference was found on this and the personality integration
scale and not on the general maladjustment scale was largely
accounted for by differences in scale standardization.

The

personality integration score is based on answer similarities
to a non-psychiatric normative sample.

Number of deviant

signs is a very general, empirical scale based on an hypothesis that is not restricted to psychiatric samples.

Gen

eral maladjustment, however, is a score based on answer simi
larities to a psychiatric normative sample.

Thus, compared

to the reference group, the neglect group’s answers were
equally similar to a restricted normative sample of psychia
tric patients, but significantly different from the more
common answers of psychologically integrated people.
In summary, based on these eight comparisons, hypo
thesis five was only partially accepted, though all differ
ences were in predicted directions.

In comparison to the
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reference group, the neglect group demonstrated less person
ality integration and more psychological disturbance, speci
fically a tendency toward psychosis.

They also demonstrated

higher though non-significant levels of defensiveness on two
measures, a tendency that likely effected both the self es
teem and psychological adjustment scales.

Anxiety levels

were equally elevated between groups, and no difference was
found on a general maladjustment scale nor a personality dis
order scale.

This psychological adjustment pattern, as well

as the pattern that emerged regarding the subjects' self es
teem, will be discussed more fully in Chapter IV.
Parental Discipline History
Two of the study's main hypotheses dealt with the dis
cipline history of the mothers themselves.

They were as fol

lows.
Hypothesis Six» Neglectful mothers report experiencing
as children a higher level of aggression training (physical
punishment for aggressive behavior) than mothers in the
reference group.
Hypothesis Severn Neglectful mothers report experi
encing as children a higher level of physical punishment for
common, non-aggressive behaviors than mothers in the refer
ence group.

Scores from the Perceived Aggression Training

(PAT) instrument and the questionnaire regarding perceived
physical discipline for^common childhood misbehaviors were
compared through the use of the Mann-Whitney U test (Siegel,

5?
1956), and a 0.05 level of significance was adopted.

Despite

some precedent (Larsen and Schwendiman, 1970), this non-parametric rather than parametric statistic was employed because
these data were at an ordinal, not interval, level of measure
ment.

Results are indicated in Table 4.
TABLE 4
PARENTAL DISCIPLINE HISTORY
*

MDN

Item

U
Neg. A _

Aggressive behaviors*
Mother . . . . . .
Father » • • » * *
Combined ........
>^
‘ -J?f- >
Common misbehaviors*
Mother . * • • • .
■« *■
Combined . . . . .

Ref.
v

‘ v;

38.33

•
•

35.00
76.6?

n
r~
9

•
•

t ■>*■■ ' ;l x l

Pi

ii
,

25.00
'.X8.33

1 2 .50c

2?.00a
16 .00°

40.00

i' *
32.50 $
30.00

20.00

60.00

44.00

,v

19.50°
33.50,
22 .50°

22.50

-—
ap < 0.05
bp < 0.025
cp<0.01
Both of the above hypotheses were accepted.

The neg

lectful mothers did report being more severely punished as
children for aggressive behaviors, and the difference between
groups on this variable was highly significant.

As will be

discussed more fully below, this variable was related to all
other group differences found.
The neglectful mothers also reported experiencing a
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higher level of physically harsh punishment from their mothers
for a full range of common misbehaviors.

They reported the

same perception regarding their fathers, but the higher dif
ference was not significant.

Combined scores for both par

ents, however, did yield a significant difference in the pre
dicted direction with common misbehaviors.
Current Parental Discipline
Two of the study’s main hypotheses dealt with the
degree of physical punishment (P) and the degree of varia
bility (V) evident in the current discipline procedures that
the mothers themselves use with their children.

They were

as follows.
■Neglectful

report using

physical punishment to a greater degree than mothers in the
reference group for both aggressive and common nlsbehaviors.

mothers in the rei'e -ence group regarding both aggressive and
common misbehaviors.

Through the use of the tape recorded

standardized interview, scores for these two dimensions were
determined by two independent raters (see Appendix V).

The

interscorer reliabilities, using the Spearman rank correla
tion coefficient (Siegel, 1956), were r = 0.99 for P scores
and r = 0.97 for V scores.

Score results for discipline

mode were compared through the use of the Mann-Whitney U
test (Siegel, 1956 ).

Variability score results were compared
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through the use of the t test for small independent samples
(McNemar, 1969) since these data were on an interval level
of measurement.

A 0.05 level of significance was adopted

for both comparisons.

Results of these analyses are indi

cated in Table 5 .
TABLE 5
CURRENT PARENTAL DISCIPLINE

MDN

M

SD

Dimension

Discipline
"■-■P * • •|

U/t
Neg.

Ref.

80.0

50 i 0

Discipline | v
V . . .

.

-

Neg.

Ref.

Neg.

Ref.

7.0a
24.0

22.8

4.46

3.^9

0 .6 1

ap< 0.001
Hypothesis eight was accepted with a great deal of
confidence since group differences were statistically signi
ficant to such a marked degree.

The neglect group reported

using much higher levels of physical punishment for both
aggressive and non-aggressive misbehaviors.
Regarding variability, however, neglectful mothers did
not demonstrate the use of fewer discipline options than the
reference group as was predicted.

Both groups demonstrated

a comparable number of options when faced with fifteen aggres
sive and non-aggressive child misbehaviors.

When this find

ing was considered along with the above finding regarding

physical punishment, the combined results indicated that the
neglectful mothers use their higher level of physical pun
ishment as invariably as the reference group mothers use a
lower level.

The manner in which this is related to the

mothers* own discipline history is discussed below.
Perception of Current Discipline Situation
The final hypothesis was non-directional and involved
the groups* perceptions of four characteristics of their own
children's discipline situation.
mothers differ
in perception oft (1 ) their
as different from their parents*
of their own
the ease with which their children.are, disciplined, and (4) the

or energy level of

their children. Table 6 on the following page indicates
■
---- --.*■'
response category percentages for the questionnaire regarding the above variables.

Use of the Fisher exact probabil

ity test (Siegel, 1956) did not yield significant differ
ences between group perceptions on any of the four questions.
The importance of these group similarities will be discussed
in Chapter IV.
Intercorrelations Among Differentiating Measures
Table 7 on page 62 gives the Spearman rank correlation
coefficients (Siegel, 1956) among the nine measures which
differentiated between the neglect and reference groups.
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TABLE 6

MOTHER'S PERCEPTION OF DISCIPLINE SITUATION
Percentage
Question and Category

1) Difference from parental discipline*
No difference , ..................
Differ somewhat ..................
Differ a great deal . . . . . . . .
2) Discipline effectiveness*
Not effective.......... .. . * . •
Somewhat effective .......... . .
Very effective . . . . . . . . . .
3) Discipline difficulty*
Usually difficult . . . . . . . . .
Sometimes difficult, sometimes
easy • ........... ..
^
Usually easy « . . . ........ . .
4) Activity level of children*
Inactive or low energy level . . •
Average . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Overactive or high energy level • •

Neg.

Ref.

0
30

40

70

60

0

0
60

0

70
30

40

10

20

80

70

10

10

0
20

0
60

80

40

Though non-differentiating, discipline history with regard to
common misbehaviors as relates to fathers (DHCM-F) was in
cluded to keep the analyses precise and consistent.

As in

dicated in Table 7, several highly significant, positive and
negative correlations were found to exist between measures.
To make these relationships more clear, the intercor
relations were subjected to an elementary factor analysis
(McQuitty, 1961), which is a particular variant of cluster
analysis.

This analysis disclosed that the following varia

ble clusters were more highly co-linked than associated with

TABLE 7

CORRELATIONS AMONG MEASURES WHICH DIFFERENTIATED
BETWEEN NEGLECT AND REFERENCE GROUPS®

Measure

DHAB-F

DHCM-M

DHCM-F

DHAB-M • • • • • •
DHAB—P 9 0 9 9 9 9
DHCM-M ..........
D H C M - F ..........
P • « • • ! • • «
X # • • • • • • •
FS • 0 9 * 9 0 0 9
Psy • • • • • • •
p i ..............

0.76S

0.80®
0.74®

0.62f
0.86®
0.62f

I

P
o.6?f
0.48d
0.58f
0.36b

FS

Psy

~0.40c -0.39°
0.36b
0.27
-0.18
-0.18
-o.
50
d
0.37b
-0.33b
-0.20 *- 0.23 - 0.27
-0. 46d -0.43°
o.52e
0,81® -0.75g
-0.69^

■i
j

PI

NDS

-0.24
0.29
-0.24
0.16
0.27
-0.09
0.22
-0.27
-0.24
0.31b
0.43c -0.80®
0 .30 , -0.79f
0.62*
-0.45d
-0.60f

'

aThe abbreviations in this table are as follows* discipline history regarding aggres
sive behaviors and common misbehaviors as relates to mothers and fathers (DHAB-M, DHAB-?,
DHCM-M, DHCM-F); discipline mode <P)* identity (I)j family self (FS)* psychosis (Psy)j per
sonality integration (PI)j and number of deviant signs (NDS)• DHCM-F, though non-differ
entiating, was included to keep the analyses precise.
bp< 0.10
cp < 0.05
dp < 0.025
ep < 0.01
fp < 0.005
%>< 0.0005
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any other indexs (1) cluster 1 composed of discipline his
tory with regard to aggressive behavior as relates to fathers
(DHAB-F) and DHCM-F, with DHAB-F serving as this cluster’s
reference factor (RF#l)j (2) cluster 2 composed of identity,
family self, psychosis, number of deviant signs, and person
ality integration, with number of deviant signs serving as
RF#2j (3) cluster 3 composed of discipline history with re
gard to aggressive behaviors as relates to mothers (DHAB-M),
discipline history with regard to common misbehaviors as re
lates to mothers (DHCM-M), and current discipline mode (P),
with DHAB-M serving as RF#3.

The factor loadings for each

reference factor are shown in Table 8.
V

TABLE 8

FACTOR LOADINGS FOR REFERENCE FACTORS3-

Measure
.fF?'
DHAB-M ...............
DHAB-F ..................
DHCM-M ..................
DHCM-F . . ..............
Discipline Mode (P) . . .
Identity . . . . . . . . .
Family self . . . . . . .
Psychosis . . . . . . . .
Personality integration . . . . ........
Number deviant signs . • .

RF#1
(DHAB-F)
; s ,s-.J

RF#2
(NDS)

RF#3
(DHAB-M)

(0.86)
0.48
-0.18
-0.18
0.27

0.29
0.16
0.27
0.22
0.31
(-0.80)
(-0.79)
(0.62)

(1.00)
0.76
(0.80)
0.62
(0.67)
-0.40
-0.39
0.36

-0.24
0.16

(-0.60)
(1.00)

-0.24
0.29

0.?6
(1.00)
0.74

aFactors in each cluster are in parentheses.
A hierarchical method yielding higher order factors
was then applied to the data.

Only one reference factor
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emerged, that being DHAB-M.

Factor loadings were* DHAB-M

with itself equaled 1.00, DHAB-M with number of deviant signs
equaled 0.29, and DHAB-M with DHAB-F equaled 0.?6.

This find

ing meant that of all ten measures used in this analysis,
DHAB-M was the one most consistently and most highly co-liniced
with all the others.

CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION
Plainly limiting the generalizations which could be
drawn from the present findings were the small size of the
samples and the correlational nature of the data, both of
which were addressed in previous sections.

An additional

problem from a discussion viewpoint is that the purpose of
the study was to gather initial information regarding a rel
atively unresearched area, and the body of data on physical
neglect to which the present findings might be related was
almost non-existent.

As was seen in the review, most of the

available literature pertains to physical abuse or an un
clear ly defined combination of abuse-neglect behaviors.
Physical neglect, separately defined, has not been dealt
with in any systematic fashion.

Nonetheless, the present

findings were related where possible to appropriate data on
physical abuse.

In the presentation that follows, the separ

ate findings are first discussed in and of themselves.

This

is followed by a summary of the manner in which the findings
were intercorrelated, and this summary is then related to the
etiological models presented in the review.
Significance of the Separate Findings
The first point to be discussed regards the demographic
65
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familial, and socioeconomic information that was gathered on
each neglectful mother, and the consequent matching procedure
through which a reference group was constructed.

Despite its

small size, the neglect group was a representative sample in
that it contained ten of the eleven most current neglect re
ferrals which were investigated and substantiated within a
designated locale (Grand Porks County).

As a representative

sample, this group's personal characteristics closely resem
bled samples of physically abusive mothers previously des
cribed (see page 10),

That is, in comparison to national

averages on these variables, these physically neglectful
mothers lived within somewhat deprived environments, exposed
to a wide range of economic, social, and familial stresses.
"•
-& '■{ V ■ f i .J
;•
In and of itself, this finding would lend support to
-

-

'

the argument that neglectful mothers fail as parents in response to a host of environmental stresses.

With the addi-

tion of a reference group, however, a different picture
emerged.

The fact that a matched reference group was able

to be compiled from a fairly limited list of available sub
jects supported arguments by Spinetta and Rigler (1972) and
Gelles (1973) that an explanation ^pending upon stress fac
tors alone is unsatisfactory.

Although employed outside the

home more often, the reference group mothers were matched on
and must have dealt with much the same stress factors as the
neglect group, yet they were doing a professionally sanctioned
adequate job of rearing their children.

The neglectful be

havior of the target group may well have been partially in

6?

response to environmental and personal stress, but the refer
ence group’s more adequate parental response in similar cir
cumstances would suggest that other etiological variables
must be operating.

If socioeconomic and familial pressures

weaken caretaker coping mechanisms as suggested by Gil (1973)
and Alvy (1975)* it remains to be explained why only some
mothers maltreat their children when faced with these pres
sures.

This study provided some initial answers to this

question, and these will now be discussed.
Of primary importance were the self esteem pattern
and psychological adjustment differences that were found to
-.'.a
•
1h ?
exist between groups on the TSCS. Regarding overall self
'd. .
•' .r -* .
i/V;-4.'
esteem, the fact that the group difference was not signifi'
'**
* f?
*>
cant was surprising in light of Melnick and Hurley’s (1969)

,

finding that self esteem level, as measured by the California
•

•
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Test of Personality, was a primary differentiating variable
between abusive and reference group mothers.

Several other

authors have also indicated that low self esteem is, distinctively characteristic of abusive parents (Kempe and Heifer,
1972; Lieber, 1975)*

The present non-significant finding

might largely be explained by the neglect group’s defensive
tendency, which on the TSCS has the effect of artificially
elevating the self esteem scores (Pitts, 1965 ).

Another

plausible explanation regards the fact that the group dif
ference was certainly in the predicted direction.

Since the

neglect group mean was below average and the reference group’s
above, the implication might be that neglectful mothers do
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have more difficulty than the average mother, but perhaps
less difficulty than an abusive mother, seeing themselves as
worthy of self esteem, respect, and self confidence.

This

continuum effect could have been tested directly if the pre
sent study had included an abusive group, but this was not
possible.

Nonetheless, this possible trend toward lower self

esteem as one becomes capable of more severe physical punish
ment of one's children was supported by other findings to be
discussed below.
Within the self esteem subscores, a relatively clear
and predictable pattern emerged.

Despite the group's defen-

siveness, the neglectful mothers scored lower in seven of
“I'/
’
J*
eight self esteem types, with significant differences on
•• -> <-

... ' •

.

identity and family self.

This pattern suggested that, in

comparison to a reference group, neglectful mothers have
more difficulty seeing themselves as worthwhile in many im
portant areas of experience.

Within this group, this diffi

culty was most potent regarding the sense of identity they
have achieved as well as their feelings of adequacy, worth,
and value as a family or intimate group member.
The finding regarding identity was in partial support
of Lieber (1975), who described physically neglecting parents
as extremely immature individuals who consider their children
as possessions which provide some semblance of identity,
fragmented though it may be.
not found, however.

The supposed fragmentation was

Although differences were in predicted

directions, these neglectful mothers did not possess
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significantly less consistent nor definitive self perceptions
than the reference grouj, and both groups were within the
average range.

Thus, the neglect group*s weaker sense of

identity was as consistently and definitively expressed as
the reference group’s stronger sense of identity achievement.
The family self finding was consistent with Melnick
and Hurley (1969 ) as well as the less empirical literature
which has stated that family isolation commonly character
ises abusive parents.

Melnick and Hurley (1969) found that

abusive mothers scored significantly lower than a reference
group on the Family Concept Inventory (FCI), a measure of
general satisfaction with one *s family which has differentiated successfully between families predetermined to be
“I**-'.,
‘
f
*’>
high and low in general adjustment. The present finding,
which was the most highly significant self esteem difference,
indicated that family isolation and dissatisfaction also
characterize neglectful mothers.

That such would be the case

is certainly understandable since these mothers had had their
family achievements legally challenged in court.

Howe ’er,

the findings of Van Der Veen, Huebner, Jorgens, and Neja
(1964) regarding family concepts would suggest that these
neglectful mothers possess lower family self esteem as a mat
ter of course, and that this deficiency leads to neglectful
behavior, and not vice versa.

These authors demonstrated

that the effectiveness of the family in solving its problems,
meeting its social obligations, and satisfying the needs of
its members depends largely on the individual member’s

?0

satisfaction with family life*

Thus, the neglect group's

low family self esteem, which may stem to their own child
hood experience as a family member (see below), might well
have contributed to the poor problem solving, the unsanc
tioned parental irresponsibility, and the unmet needs of
their children which led to the neglect complaints.
The non-significant differences in the self esteem
pattern also had important implications.

For example, the

finding that neglectful mothers could express satisfaction
with their behavior (behavior subscale), which included a
legally unsanctioned component, while expressing considerable concern about their own well-being (identity subscale)
was consistent with Melnick and Hurley's (1969) finding that
„ ..
^
“
.. A'A ' ' '.'t-'
abusive mothers have a deficient capacity for empathizing
■
• #-s
f*'
?
■
with their children's needs and a preoccupation with their
own.

Such an interpretation would be entirely consistent

with the family self esteem finding, which may have been sun
expression of the mothers' own unmet needs within the family
unit, rather than an empathic understanding of their child
ren's needs.

This tendency toward self-centeredness would

also account for the neglect group's scoring higher than the
reference group on personal self.

Persons preoccupied with

themselves would be especially prone to positively assess
their personalities on this subscale (Fitts, 1965 )*
In summary, the self esteem pattern exhibited by these
neglectful mothers was consistent with that pattern thought
to be characteristic of abusive parents, that is, they lack
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a basic, firm cushion of self esteem or awareness of being
loved and valuable to carry them through periods of stress
(Kempe and Heifer, 1972).

They are preoccupied with their

own needs, they express dissatisfaction with their achieved
identity, and they have a deficient sense of belonging to a
family or close group of friends.

The etiological implica

tions of these self esteem findings will be discussed later.
Directly related to self esteem pattern differences
were the TSCS subscale findings regarding psychological ad
justment.

Of primary importance was the significant tend

ency toward psychosis exhibited by the neglect group.

This

was surprising in light of the fact that psychosis is not
included in the usual personality clusters supposedly char■'
•'
:
■ ' ■
'•-TW* '
acteristic of abusive parents (Merrill, 1962), and indeed
many authors have expressed conflicting opinions as to wheth
er psychotic thought processes play any significant role in
the majority of abuse cases (see page 18).

The present find

ing would certainly suggest that maladaptive ways of thinking and of perceiving themselves and their environment must
be considered in the etiology of physical neglect.

This

would be consistent with Melnick and Hurley (1969), who
found a significant difference between their groups on a TAT
Pathogenic Index (PI).

This index, based on TAT stories

scored for content reflecting either an inability to empa
thize with others or which shows a lack of "basic trust" in
the environment, had differentiated between mothers of schizo
phrenic groups in studies cited by the authors.

Although

none of the neglectful mothers studied had ever been psychiatrically diagnosed as psychotic, the present evidence indi
cated that they at lea it answered TSCS items in ways very
similar to samples of patients who had been so diagnosed,
and did so to a

xgnificantly greater degree than the refer

ence group.
In light of this highly significant finding (p<0.005),
the remaining psychological differences were not surprising.
Based on the above, for example, it logically followed that
the neglect group would demonstrate less personality inte
gration and a greater number of deviant signs, both of which
they did to a significant degree.

Both these and the psycho

sis result were likely related and certainly consistent with
the neglect group’s significant dissatisfaction regarding
their basic identity.

That both groups scored slightly above

the normative mean on neurosis was an indication of equally
elevated anxiety levels likely accounted for by the on-going
stress factors on which the groups were matched.

In sum, the

overall pattern that emerged regarding neglectful mothers
was indicative of less psychological adjustment than the
reference group, with a highly significant tendency toward
maladaptive thinking and perceiving.

This pattern will be

related to etiological models in a later section.
Since these neglectful mothers each exhibited parental
irresponsibility as well as similar self esteem and adjust
ment problems, one would expect them to share common factors
in their life histories and current situation to account for
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this.

Following the lead of several authors cited in the

review who made a connection between abusive-neglectful pat
terns and the use of harsh physical punishment in discipline
(most notably Gil, 1973 and Alvy, 1975)* this study explored
the issue of physical punishment, past and present.

As pre

dicted, these neglectful mothers reported being more severely
physically punished as children.

They also reported using

much higher levels of physical punishment with their own
children, and reported doing so as invariably as the refer
ence group mothers use a lower level.

Both of these findings

were easily related to relevent abuse literature.
The finding regarding discipline history was consis
tent with Kempe and Heifer (1972) and many other authors
!
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(see page 12) who demonstrated that abusive-neglectful par
ents had for the most part been exposed as children to
severe physical punishment as a means of ensuring their proper behavior.

Although it is not known whether this sample’s

parents were ever legally accused of abuse or neglect, the
present finding certainly indicated that their daughters per\
i ..
" % pT.
ceived them to be more physically severe in their discipline.
To the extent that this early experience relates to the
group's eventual breakdown of parental responsibility, Alvy's
(1975) argument would be supported that the one factor that
influences all instances of child abuse, and upon which all
other contributory factors are superimposed, appears to be
the use of physical force in caretaker-child interactions.
This matter will be taken up below.
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Regarding current discipline procedures, the first
important issue was that a large magnitude difference emerged
despite indications that the neglect group tended to be more
defensive (see above).

This finding was inconsistent with

Melnick and Hurley's (1969 ) finding that abusive mothers
scored lower than a reference group on a Manifest Rejection
scale, shown to correlate highly with parents' direct, oral
acknowledgements that they applied overtly punitive acts to
their children.

These authors used their subjects' defen

siveness to account for this, but the same effect seemingly
did not occur in the present sample.

This may well have been

due to the fact that these mothers had not been censured for
being physically harsh, but rather had been accused of not
sufficiently attending to their children's needs.
■
'.
4
H * 'i
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The finding itself supported Tracy and Clark (1974)
and others (see page 14) who suggested that not only abusive
parents but also neglectful parents control their children's
J
behavior almost exclusively through the use of physical pun
ishment because they lack knowledge of alternative means of
controlling them.

Although this neglect group did not demon

strate fewer discipline options than the reference mothers,
the techniques they did report were certainly more physically
punitive.
That such was the case was particularly salient in
light of the case that many authors make regarding a normally
more frequent use of harsh and deliberate physical punish
ment among lower class populations (Blumberg, 1964} Steinmetz
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and Straus, 1971; Wandersman, 1971s Oil, 1973).

Although

both groups may have employed higher levels of physical pun
ishment than would have been evident with middle or upper
class subjects, the present finding demonstrated that highly
significant differences do exist among lower class mothers,
and that, in fact, discipline techniques alone differentiate
between neglectful mothers and those whose rearing patterns
are socially sanctioned.

Thus, it is not lower class mem

bership alone that determines the higher incidence of phys
ical punishment.
These findings regarding past and present disciplin
ary patterns disputed the notion that physical discipline
t
,
techniques are unrelated to abuse and neglect in families
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(see Blumberg, 1964; Nurse, 1964; Galdston, 1965? Komisaruk,
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As will be demonstrated when the intercorrelations

are discussed below, it appears that physical punishment is
!
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not only related to child maltreatment but possibly plays a
crucial role in neglect etiology as a predisposing factor.
The final points regarding separate findings have to
do with the groups' perceptions of the current discipline
situation.

As indicated previously, no difference was found

between groups on any of four factors.

However, these group

similarities were important as related to the abuse-neglect
literature.

First of all, the fact that both groups reported

perceiving their discipline as at least somewhat, but more
often a great deal different from that of their own parents
was an interesting misperception on both groups' parts.

As
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will be seen below, both disciplinary patterns, past and
present, were highly correlated with each other, which indi
cated that these mothers reported dealing with their children
in much the same way as they remember their parents dealing
with them.

Yet when asked directly, both groups denied the

similarities or did not perceive them.
Secondly, both groups most often scored their dis
cipline as somewhat effective, and some in each scored theirs
as very effective.

Since the neglect group reported using a

much higher level of physical punishment, their effectiveness
ratings were inconsistent with Coopersmith (19 6 7 ), who found
that physically harsh parents rate their discipline as gen”

•

_

.
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•
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erally ineffective while maintaining physical punishment as
the preferred mode.

This discrepancy might largely be ac

counted for by the neglect group's defensiveness as compared
to the reference group, especially since these mothers had
been legally censured for ineffective parenting.
The third and fourth findings did not support the
;
speculation of Van Der Veen and others (196^) or Melnick and
■/.
'V"
■' .
,;•££. ,
r
Hurley (1969) that ineffective or abusive mothers might be
‘

:

_

confronted with more disturbed children and consequently are
less adequate.

The majority in these groups scored their

children as sometimes difficult, sometimes easy to discipline.
The neglect group tended to report higher energy or activity
levels for their children, but the group difference was not
significant.

Thus, in this case, the neglect group did not

report being faced with significantly more difficult children,

."WSJP■'r" ■*.</'<<•

■ JfSfcf■
■:■■. •'M&

77
or at least were not willing to implicate the children as a
possible excuse for their ineffective parenting.
Intercorrelations Among Differentiating Measures
Causation cannot usually be implied from correlation,
yet the intercorrelational analyses provided a useful con
text for viewing the group differences that were found.
First of all, virtually all of the measures of parental dis
cipline history were significantly related, and these in
turn were significantly and positively correlated with cur*
rent discipline mode. When the degree of correlation was
studied, three conclusions were drawn*
'
'•
■
:
(1) The mothers and fathers of these subjects used
,

'

•

-;W' y •

1'

...

■'

similar methods as a couple to deal with both aggressive and
other common misbehaviors*.
(2)

The current mode of discipline used by the sub-

jects was highly related to that used by their parents, this
* §•
.4- ‘
• i *
Srj, *
despite their subjective perception that their discipline
-

y . . , ' .

(

f

'*

■

differed at least somewhat but more often a great deal from
that of their parents.,
(3)

The current mode of discipline used by the sub

jects was more highly related to their own mother's disci
pline for both types of misbehaviors than to their father's
discipline, even though both parents used reportedly similar
methods.
When these conclusions were related to the group dif
ferences found, the following picture emerged.

These neg

lectful mothers were exposed by both their parents to higher
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levels of physical punishment for both aggressive behaviors
and common misbehaviors.

This higher level of a physically

harsh mode of discipline was adopted by these neglectful
mothers, and is currently applied to their own children as
invariably as the reference group mothers apply the lesser
physical mode they adopted from their parents.

This current

discipline mode was related more to the discipline experience
with their own mothers than to the experience with their
fathers.
This overall conclusion was supported by an extensive
body of data regarding the transmission of child rearing prin
ciples from generation to generation (Gluckman, 1968; Wandersman, 1971s Gil, 1973).

Discipline techniques for handling

aggressive and other forms of misbehavior are learned and
accepted by children as part of the parental role.

This oc

curs either through identification (Kendler, 197*0 or model
ing and imitation (Bandura and Walters, 1963? Bandura, 1971),
and chances are the children will recreate these modes in
their own discipline as parents.

The fact that a physically

harsher mode had been experienced by the neglectful mothers
for both aggressive and non-aggressive behaviors, and also
adopted despite its aversiveness, was consistent with the
aggression training findings of Sears, Maccoby, and Levin
(1 9 5 7 ) and Bandura and Walters (1 9 5 9 )*

These authors found

that punishment of aggressive behavior often increases, rather
than decreases, its occurence, and also encourages its dis
placement to inappropriate targets.

The relationship of this
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i indxng to abuse incidents is obvious.

In addition, these

a\ thors found that children were often reinforced for imitati ig their parents' response, which was to aggress in the
fac? of frustration.

If they themselves were spanked for

fru trating their parents by misbehaving, why should not they
be % lysically and verbally aggressive when they themselves
are .'rustrated or under stress?

Thus, it is likely that

thess neglectful mothers learned that physical aggression
is an appropriate response to frustration, and did not learn
alternative responses (Tracy and Clark, 197*0•

This would

accoui t for the large difference between groups in the level
of phj sical punishment with children whom both groups rated
as eqvally active and equally difficult to discipline.

Things

being 3qual and faced with the same childhood misbehavior,
the neglect group would be much more likely to aggress than
the re Terence group.
A second and more relevant area examined was the relatios ship of the above discipline situation to the self
esteei. and psychological adjustment measures.

Within the

latte *, the various measures were significantly positively
and rjgatively correlated in the expected directions (Pitts,
1965 .

For instance, a sense of identity was positively cor-

rela ;ed with personality integration and negatively correlat< d with psychosis as might be expected with any group of
TSC 3 profiles.
th

The more important relationships were between

TSCS and the discipline findings.

Based just on signi

ficant correlations, three conclusions were drawn:
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(1) A sense of identity and of self esteem as a family
member were negatively related* and psychosis was positively
related, to the perceived degree of aggression training pro
vided by the subjects’ mothers.
(2) The same variables were related in the same fashion
to the perceived degree of physical punishment experienced
by the subjects from their mothers for common misbehaviors.
(3) As identity and family self decreased, and as
psychosis and psychological disturbance increased, the dis
cipline mode used by the subjects became increasingly phys
ical in nature.
Factor analysis identified first order relationship
clusters which were consistent with these and the above con
clusions.

The second order analysis was more important.

Of

the ten intercorrelated measures, the one most consistently
and most highly linked to all the others was the perceived
level of aggression training provided the subjects by their
mothers.

/'
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The conclusions that were drawn, and particularly the
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finding regarding maternal aggression training, were sup
ported by a large body of data implicating physical punish
ment in the etiology of disrupted social behavior, low self
esteem, and poor psychological adjustment.

Azrin and Holz

(1966), for example, stated that any changes in the punished
response per se appear to be distinctly secondary in impor
tance to social disruption, the main by-product of the use of
punishment.

They stated additionally that to the extent to
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whicn punishment eliminates or disrupts social interaction,
creates fear, and instigates further aggression, it can he
expected to make the individual incapable of existing in
human society.

This was demonstrated by Sears and others

(lc57) and Bandura and Walters (1959) who discovered that the
children of parents who applied a considerable amount of
physical punishment had more behavior problems than children
who received less physical punishment.
Perhaps the best demonstration of this relationship
between physical punishment and psychological maladjustment
■/as provided by Coopersmith (196?), who studied on a con
trolled basis the familial conditions of individuals with
low self esteem.

Coopersmith demonstrated that these adults'

childhood environments were characterized by a lack of par
ental guidance, relatively harsh and disrespectful treatment,
use of punishment rather than reward, and use of discipline
procedures stressing force and loss of love.

Their parents

stated that they found physical punishment generally inef
fective while maintaining it as the preferred method of con
trol.

Coopersmith additionally found that the parents' regu

latory behaviors were inconsistent, demonstrated a lack of
concern, were ineffective, and were considered unwarranted
by the children.

Though the present findings were not as

inclusive as those of Coopersmith regarding the past exper
ience of the subjects, obvious trend similarities existed
between the two sets of data.
When all of the above intercorrelations were considered
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together, the following previously proposed, principle seemed
to be supportedi the more a child is exposed to harsh phys
ical discipline for misbehaving, and particularly for behav
ing aggressively, the greater the likelihood that his self
esteem and psychological adjustment as an adult will be poor,
and the greater the likelihood that he will employ the same
harsh discipline techniques with his own children, thus pre
paring them for similar difficulties as adults.

The manner

in which this principle relates to the etiology of physical
neglect will now be discussed.
Etiological Implications of the Findings
The information that was gathered by this study was
not meant to provide a sufficient basis for the derivation
of an etiological model of physical neglect.

The purpose

instead was to provide some initial insight regarding a
relatively unresearched phenomenon, which may in time lead
to a specific explanation for this uhsanctioned parental be
havior.

Nonetheless, some etiological speculation is war

ranted in light of the similarity of these findings with
much of what has been found regarding abusive mothers.
This very similarity would tentatively suggest that
the two phenomena, abuse and neglect, share common origins
in human misery, with perhaps quantitative rather than qual
itative variables determining whether the children will be
just neglected or both neglected and abused.

The inclusion

of an abuse group would have been especially helpful (though
impossible in this case), particularly in light of the
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findings regarding the perpetuation of physical discipline
modes and their relationship to low self esteem and poor
psychological adjustment.

Questions regarding such a con

tinuum relationship among abuse, neglect, and acceptable
parenting were left unanswered by this study.
Etiologically, the present findings were related to
each of the models offered as explanations for abusive be
havior, and likely a comprehensive overview model will also
need to be devised for neglect.

To begin with, the use of

a reference group seemingly disputed any notion that neg
lectful mothers are well-adjusted individuals whose coping
mechanisms fail in the face of unusually high levels of
ecological stress and frustration.

Since both groups were

matched on the most frequently cited demographic, familial,
and socioeconomic stress factors, the present findings sug
gested that personal variables rather than environmental
factors are primarily responsible for physically neglectful
parenting.
This leads to the developmental evidence offered by
this study.

To the extent that the higher level of physical

punishment experienced by these neglectful mothers disrupted
their early social experience, created fear in them, insti
gated anger and aggression, and denied them a feeling of be
longing to a family unit, it may be assumed that their cur
rent deficiencies are the by-products of interpersonal and
perhaps physical trauma during their earlier developmental
stages.

Certainly, discipline history is a very limited
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sampling of these subjects' life histories.

However, the

body of evidence on the ill-effects of punishment speaks to
its importance, especially as it relates to the nurturance
Of the environment in which these mothers needed to learn
basic life skills.

The present evidence that these mothers

tend to be preoccupied with their own unmet needs would sug
gest their previous exposure to a troubled rather than a
nurturant environment, a situation they have recreated with
their own children.
The remaining findings and their intercorrelation
would fit a learning-conditioning framework.

The manner in

which these mothers answered the TSCS and the standardized
discipline interview would suggest that their life histories
have ill-prepared them for adult and parental responsibili
ties.

As indicated in the TSCS patterns, these mothers have

learned ineffective and maladaptive ways of thinking, per
ceiving, and behaving, and have had difficulty achieving
identity and personality integration.

Their recognition of

these learned inadequacies, particularly their faro. 'v and
interpersonal intimacy failures, was reflected in a lower
level of self esteem in many areas of experience.

This, and

their more exclusive use of physical punishment to control
their children's behavior, suggested that they have learned
few skills to help them function competently as adults and to
gain satisfaction from their role as parents.
Without being overly speculative, the following would
be a summary statement of the etiological implications of the
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present findings.

Compared to the reference group, these

particular neglectful mothers reported having experienced
as children a physically harsh discipline response from
both parents for aggressive and non-aggressive common mis
behaviors.

They have additionally learned to make invariably

and unknowingly a similar discipline response with their own
children.

To the degree that harsh physical environments

are associated with and contribute to low self esteem and
poor psychological adjustment, this group*s discipline his
tory might account for their lower sense of identity, family
self, and personality integration, as well as their higher
psychological disturbance and tendency toward psychosis.
Though no definitive statement may be made, it is likely
that this group’s discipline history and current adjustment
difficulties are associated with and contribute to the crea
tion of child-neglecting environments, particularly when
faced with the ecological stress factors that were evident.

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The present paper was concerned with only one aspect
of the child abuse-neglect problem, a research area in which
interest has been steadily building for the past fifteen
years.

Specifically, the study was designed to investigate

distinctive personality and discipline characteristics of a
representative sample of those mothers who physically neglect
but do not abuse their children.

This parental behavior, as

opposed to physical abuse of children, was seen as one aspect
of the total problem most in need of definitive clarification
and most largely ignored by researchers, particularly psy
chologists.

An attempt was made to acceptably define the con

cept, to meet the need for information regarding a represent
ative sample of child-neglecting mothers, and to test hypo
theses of a psychological nature suggested by the literature.
There were ten mothers in the neglect group and ten in
the reference group.

Each of the neglectful mothers had been

accused of failing to provide basic physical care for their
children, and the group consisted of the ten most recent re
referrals to an agency responsible for receiving and investi
gating abuse and neglect complaints within one county.
each case, the mother's neglectful behavior had been
86
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substantiated and dealt with according to law.

The refer

ence group was constructed from a pool of fifty-three mothers
who were receiving services from this same agency under one
of several federal and state programs, who had been recom
mended by the social work staff as doing an adequate or bet
ter job of rearing their children, and against whom there had
never been a neglect complaint.

Statistical procedures were

employed such that the reference group’s distribution was
matched with the neglect group's distribution on the follow
ing variables* sex, race, age, age when first married, years
of education, weekly income, number of moves in the previous
two years, number of marriages, number of divorces, weekly
number of informal social contacts, number of boys, number
of girls, ages of boys, ages of girls, and social position
based on educational and occupational factors.

The groups

did differ in weekly number of formal social contacts in that
mothers in the reference group more often held outside employ
ment.

Participation for both groups was voluntary and confi

dential.
Six measures were employed* a personal data question
naire, the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS), the Perceived
Aggression Training (PAT) instrument, a questionnaire regard
ing perceived physical discipline for common misbehaviors, a
standardized interview regarding current discipline proce
dures, and a rating scale regarding mothers' perceptions of
the current discipline situation.
The following are summary statements of the conclusions

-••Art
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reached in this study*
(1) The two groups did not differ in level of overall
self esteem.
(2) The two groups differed in two specific areas of
self perception, that is, the neglect group possessed a sig
nificantly lower sense of identity and lower family self.

No

significant difference was found in self esteem measures re
garding self satisfaction, behavior, physical self, moralethical self, personal self, and social self.
(3) The two groups did not differ in the consistency
of their self perceptions.
(4) The two groups did not differ in the definitive
ness of their self perceptions.
(5) The two groups differed on three measures of
psychological adjustment, that is, the neglect group pos
sessed a significantly higher number of deviant signs and a
higher level of psychosis, and they possessed significantly
less personality integration.

No significant difference was

found on measures of self criticism, defensive position,
general maladjustment, personality disorder, nor neurosis.
(6) The neglect group reported experiencing as child
ren a significantly higher level of aggression training
(physical punishment for aggressive behavior) than did the
reference group.
(7) The neglect group reported experiencing as child
ren a higher level of physical punishment for common, nonaggressive misbehaviors than did the reference group.
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(8) The neglect group reported using physical punish
ment to a significantly greater degree than did the refer
ence group for both aggressive and common misbehaviors.
(9) The two groups did not differ in the variability
(number of discipline options) of their discipline procedures
regarding both aggressive and common misbehaviors.
(10) The two groups did not differ in their percep
tion of their discipline procedures as differenet from their
parents* discipline procedures, the effectiveness of their
own discipline procedures, the ease with which their child
ren are disciplined, and the activity or energy level of
their children.
Based on the significant intercorrelations of the dif
ferentiating variables and on a factor analysis of the re
sults, the following additional conclusions were drawn?
(11) The mothers and fathers of the subjects in both
groups used similar methods as a couple to deal with both
aggressive and other common misbehaviors as reported by their
daughters.
(12) The current mode of discipline used by the sub
jects in both groups was highly related to that used by their
parents.
(13) The current mode of discipline used by the sub
jects in both groups was more highly related to their own
mother's discipline for both types of misbehaviors than to
their father's discipline, even though both parents used
similar methods.
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(14) In these groups, a sense of identity and of self
esteem as a family member were negatively related, and psy
chosis positively related, to the perceived degree of ag
gression training provided by the subjects' mothers.
(15) In these groups, a sense of identity and of self
esteem as a family member were negatively related, and psy
chosis positively related, to the perceived degree of phys
ical punishment experienced by the subjects from their
mothers for common misbehaviors.
(16) In these groups, as a sense of identity and of
self esteem as a family member decreased, and as psychosis
and psychological disturbance increased, the discipline mode
reportedly used by the subjects with their own children be
came increasingly physical in nature.
(17) In these groups, of all the intercorrelated
measures, the one which was most consistently and most high
ly linked to all the others was the perceived level of ag
gression training provided the subjects by their mothers.
It should be noted in conclusion that these summary
statements must be applied to similar samples with some
caution.

Plainly limiting the generalizability of these

statements are the small size of the samples and the correla
tional nature of the data, from which causation cannot neces
sarily be implied.
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APPENDIX I
PERSONAL QUESTIONNAIRE
Your cooperation in providing the following necessary inform
ation is greatly appreciated. Flease do not write your name
on this form so that the information will remain totally con
fidential. Thank you.
1.

When were you b o r n ? __________________________________ _

2.

How many years of school did you finish?

3.

How old were you when you were first married?

______________
________

Are you employed outside your home? Yes______ No_______
If yes, what do you do? _________ ______________ !______
$.

What is your total weekly income?

_________________ _

6.

How many times have you moved or changed your address in
the past two years? ____ ____________________________ _

?•

Are you currently married? Y e s _ No_____
Are you currently separated? Yes_____ No_____
Are you currently divorced? Yes____ ~No
Have you been married more than once? Yes____ No,
If yes, how many times? ________________________ ]
Have you been separated more than once? Yes
No
If yes, how many times?
Have you been divorced more than once? Yes
No
If yes, how many times?

8.

How many informal social activities do you have each
week, that is, a date, visits with friends and relatives,
and the like?
____
__
How many formal social activities do you have each week,
that is, a church service or meeting, a club or group
meeting, and the like? __________________________ _____

9

.

How many boys do you have?

10. How old are your children?
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___
Boys

How many girls?
Girls

APPENDIX II
OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE PILOT STUDY
Introduction
In order to measure parental discipline history with
regard to common misbehaviors in addition to the measurement
of discipline history regarding aggressive behaviors pro
vided by the Perceived Aggression Training (PAT) instrument
(Larsen and Schwendiman, 1970), it was necessary to devise
an appropriate short questionnaire similar to the PAT in
style, format, and reliability.
Method
Subjects
The subject pool for this pilot study was composed of
twenty volunteer female employees of the Grand Forks County
Social Service Center.
Measurement Instrument
Based on the fifteen discipline situations employed
in the standardized interview (see Appendix IV), twenty-four
items (twelve for each parent) were devised and compiled in
the “Opinion Questionnaire," which appears below.

The PAT*s

response categories and scoring procedures were used for
these items.
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Data Collecting Procedures
The opinion questionnaire was administered twice to
each subject with a two week interval between administra
tions.

Following the second administration, each subject

was queried regarding the clarity and face validity of the
questions and response categories, the ease with which re
sponse categories were chosen, and any other difficulties
the questionnaire may have presented.
Results
The questionnaire score results from both administra
tions were correlated through the use of the Spearman rank
correlation coefficient (Siegel, 1956).

This resulted in a

0.87 test-retest reliability coefficient, which compared
favorably with the 0.89 test-retest reliability coefficient
reported for the PAT by Larsen and Schwendiman (1970).
The subjects' comments resulted in only one minor
change.

The fifth response category, "Severe Punishment,”

was changed to "Severe Punishment (Hard Spanking)" to make
the physical continuum more clear.

This change was also made

to apply to the PAT items in the final form in Appendix III.
Discussion
These results supported the use of the twenty-four
items as a reasonably reliable measure of perceived discipline
history regarding common misbehaviors.

As further explained

in Appendix III, these items were added to the PAT items, and
both were administered in the main study as one questionnaire.
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Presented in the next section are the directions and items
as they appeared in the opinion questionnaire employed for
the pilot study.
Opinion Questionnaire
This is a questionnaire about the way you remember
your childhood relationships with your parents. There are
24 questions, and each one relates a way you may have be
haved as a child. From the five answers below, you are to
choose the one that best describes the way your mother or
father would have acted in response to your behavior. Fill
in the number of the answer you choose in the space pro
vided at the end of each question. Your honest response to
each question would be appreciated.
ANSWERSi

#1— No Action
#2— Mild Words or Reprimand
#3— Harsh Words
#4— Slap
#5--Severe Punishment

1.

If you refused to come to supper when called, your mother
would* #_____

2.

If you fooled around and made a mess at the supper table,
your mother would* #_____

3.

If you threw a temper tantrum, your mother would*

4.

If you kept crying loudly while your mother was trying
to do some work, your mother would* #_____

5.

If you made noise so that a telephone conversation could
not be heard, your mother would* #_____

6.

If you got caught as a child examining the sex organs of
another child, your mother would* #

7.

If you got caught looking through your mother's purse,
your mother would* #

8.

#____

If you played around with the stove, your mother would*
# _ ____

9.

If you whined, complained, and refused to go to bed, your
mother would* #_____

10. If you got caught telling a lie, your mother would*
#____ “
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11.

If you got caught swearing, your mother would:

12.

If you avoided going to the bathroom because you were
playing, and then made a mess in youi* clothes, your
mother would: #___

13*

If you refused to come to supper when called, your father
would: #____

14.

If you fooled around and made a mess at the supper table,
your father would: #____

15•

If you threw a temper tantrum, your father would:

16.

If you kept crying loudly while your father was trying
to do some work, your father would: #____

17.

If you made noise so that a telephone conversation could
not be heard, your father would: #_____

18.

If you got caught as a child examining the sex organs of
another child, your father would: #_____

19*

If you got caught looking through your father's wallet,
your father would: #____

20.

#

#___

If you played around with the stove, your father would:
#_____

21.
22.

If you whined, complained, and refused to go to bed,
your father would: #____
If you got caught telling a lie, your father would:
# _____

23.

If you got caught swearing, your father would:

#___

24.

If you avoided going to the bathroom because you were
playing, and then made a mess in your clothes, your
father would: #_____

APPENDIX III
OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE
Introduction
Presented below is the final form of the measurement
instrument regarding perceived discipline history for both
aggressive behaviors and non-aggressive common misbehaviors.
Items one through twenty-six are the PAT questions, and items
twenty-seven through fifty are the questions which were de
vised in the pilot study explained in Appendix II.

These

items were administered as one instrument rather than two
separate instruments to simplify the task for the subjects.
Opinion Questionnaire
This is a questionnaire about the way you remember
your childhood relationships with your parents. There are
50 questions, and each one relates a way you may have be
haved as a child. From the five answers below, you are to
choose the one that best describes the way your mother or
father would have acted in response to your behavior. Fill
in the number of your answer in the space provided at the
end of each question. Your honest response to each question
would be appreciated.
ANSWERS:

#1—
#2—
#3—
#4—
#5—

No Action
Mild Words or Reprimand
Harsh Words
Slap
Severe Punishment (Hard Spanking)

1.

If you were to hit another child for no reason, your
mother would: #_____

2.

If you were to hit your brother or sister, your mother
would: #_____
97
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I f you were t o h i t y o u r f a t h e r , y o u r m other w ouldi
#___ _

If you were to hit your mother, your mother wouldi
#__ „

5.

I f you t a lk e d b ack t o a n o t h e r a d u l t , y o u r m oth er w ouldi
#_____

6,
?.

If you talked back to a brother or sister- your mother
would: # ____
If you talked back to your father, your mother would*
#_____

8.

If you talked back to your mother, your mother wouldi
#_____

9»

I f you damaged p r o p e r t y o f o t h e r c h i l d r e n , y o u r m oth er
w ouldi
#______

10. If you damaged the property of a brother or sister, your
mother would* #____
11. If you damaged the property of other adults, your mother
would* #____
12. If you damaged the property of your mother, your mother
would* #___
13. If you damaged the property of your father, your mother
would * #____
14. If you were to hit another child for no reason, your
father would* #____
1 5 . I f you were t o h i t y o u r b r o t h e r o r s i s t e r , y o u r f a t h e r
would * #______

16. If you were to hit your father, your father would*
#_____

17. If you were to hit your mother, your father wouldi
#__ __
18. If you talked back to another adult, your father would*
#
19.

I f you t a lk e d b ack t o y o u r b r o t h e r o r s i s t e r ,
would*
#

your f a th e r

20. If you talked back to your father, your father would*
#

99
21.

If you talked back to your mother* your father would*
#___

22.

If you damaged property of other children* your father
would* #_____

23.

If you damaged the property of a brother or sister* your
father would*

24.

If you damaged the property of other adults, your father
would* #____

25.

If you damaged the property of your father, your father
would* #_____

26

.

If you damaged the property of your mother* your father
would* #_____

27.

If you refused to come to supper when called, your
mother would* #____

28.

If you fooled around and made a mess at the supper table,
your mother would* #____

29.

If you threw a temper tantrum, your mother would*

30.

If you kept crying loudly while your mother was trying
to do some work, your mother would* #_____

31.

If you made noise so that a telephone conversation could
not be heard, your mother would* #___ _

32.

If you got caught as a child examining the sex organs of
another child, your mother would* #____

33.

If you got caught looking through your mother's purse,
your mother would* #_____

34.

If you played around with the controls on the stove,
your mother would* #_____

35.

If you whined, complained, and refused to go to bed,
your mother would* #______

36.

If you got caught telling a lie, your mother would*

37.

If you got caught swearing, your mother would*

38.

If you avoided going to the bathroom because you were
playing, and then made a mess in your clothes, your
mother would: #

#___

#____
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39.

If you refused to come to supper when called, your father
would* #_____

40.

If you fooled around and made a mess at the supper table,
your father would* #_____

41.

If you threw a temper tantrum, your father would*

42.

If you kept crying loudly while your father was trying
to do some work, your father would* #

43.

If you made noise so that a telephone conversation could
not be heard, your father would* #

44.

If you got caught as a child examining the sex organs of
another child, your father would* #___ _

45.

if you got caught looking through your father's wallet,
your father would* #_____

46.

If you played around with the controls on the stove,
your father would* #_____

47.

If you whined, complained, and refused to go to bed,
your father would* #_____

48.

If you got caught telling a lie, your father would*

49.

If you got caught swearing, your father would*

50.

If you avoided going to the bathroom because you were
playing, and then made a mess in your clothes, your
father would* #____

#____

#___ _

APPENDIX IV
INTERVIEW REGARDING CURRENT DISCIPLINE TECHNIQUES
Introduction
The standardized interview which is presented below
was devised in response to difficulties with research methods
employing parental attitude measures or laboratory observa
tion techniques, and the format is based upon previous re
search regarding interview procedures (see Chapter II).

The

first task in devising this interview procedure was to choose
a list of misbehaviors which* (1) commonly occur in the home,
(2) would involve both child and parent, and (3) would allow
for continued noncompliance on the part of the child despite
parental reaction.

Such a list was compiled based upon lists

used by previous researchers, the PAT items, and upon lists
of common discipline situations that were solicited by the
author from ten mothers employed by the Grand Forks County
Social Service Center and ten mothers receiving services from
the Center.

From the final list of behaviors which fit the

above criteria, the fifteen most common were selected.

The

author then devised the standard behavior descriptions, the
standard questions to be asked, acceptable inquiries in re
sponse to an ambiguous answer from a subject, rating cate
gories, and scoring dimensions and procedures.
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The following
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pilot study was then conducted.
Pilot Study
Introduction
It has been repeatedly demonstrated that there are
significant differences in discipline mode and variability
between groups differing in educational achievement (see,
for example, the review by Wandersman, 1971).

Reportedly,

as educational achievement increases, parents become less
physically punitive and less variable (more consistent) in
their discipline procedures.

This hypothesis was tested in

this pilot study, though it must be noted that the purpose of
the study was to test the utility and discriminative ability
of the discipline interview.

Therefore, this study was not

designed nor considered to be a rigorous or controlled test
of the above education-discipline hypothesis.
Method
Subjects
Ten mothers volunteered their participation, five of
whom had had at least two years of college, the other five of
whom had only finished high school.

Nine of the subjects

were employees of the Grand Porks County Social Service Cen
ter, and one was a client of the Center.

Each was assured

of the confidentiality of their tape recorded responses, and
was informed that one other rater besides the author would
be listening.
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Measurement instrument
The standardized interview that had been devised and
which is presented in its entirety in a later section was
employed.
Data collecting; procedures
Each of the subjects was interviewed individually, and
following each interview the subject was queried regarding
the clarity and face validity of the behavior descriptions,
the questions which followed the descriptions, and any other
difficulties the interview may have presented.

Each of the

interviews was tape recorded to allow the author and one in
dependent rater to i?oore the responses along the mode and
variability dimensions.
Rating procedures
Following data collection, the two raters discussed
at length the criteria for use of the five rating categories.
The ten interviews were then rated at one sitting, and during
this rating session the scoring procedures were not further
discussed between raters nor were score results shared.

How

ever, notes were kept by both raters regarding difficult de
cisions with discipline responses that seemingly did not
easily fit a category, and these notes were later discussed
and used in the training of raters for the final study.

Al

though the author knew to which group each subject belonged,
the other rater was not aware of whether each mother was in
the college or high school group.

mmmwmvmwamxsKmsacBmti

104

Results
A Spearman rank correlation coefficient (Siegel, 1956)
was calculated for the separate ratings for both the mode
(P) and variability (V) of the subjects' responses.

The

rater reliability for the mode dimension was 0.99# and 0.94
for the variability demension.
The groups' scores on both dimensions were then com
pared through the use of the Mann-Whitney U test (Siegel,
1956), and exact probabilities for a one-tailed test were
calculated.

The comparison of discipline mode scores re

sulted in U = 1, p = 0.008,

Based on a 0.05 level of signi

ficance, the hypothesis that college educated mothers are
significantly less physically punitive than high school edu-
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The comparison of variability scores resulted in
U = 2, p = 0.016.
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Based on a 0.05 level of significance,
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the hypothesis that college educated mothers are less varia
ble (more consistent) in their discipline procedures than
high school educated mothers was accepted.
•
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Discussion
The above results were not meant to be a rigorous,
well-controlled study of the education-discipline hypothesis.
The extent of the differences found, however, did establish
the discriminative ability of the interview procedure.

In

addition, the rater reliability coefficients were sufficient
ly large to support the use of the rating categories and
criteria as devised.
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The discussions with the subjects resulted in three
changes which appear in the final format presented in the
next section.

First of all, the second standard question

for situation numbers one, two, and six were reworded to
meet the continued noncompliance criteria more closely.
Secondly, it was necessary to devise a standard interviewer
reply to "How old is the child you’re describing?"

Thirdly,

number fifteen, which originally dealt with making a mess on
the way to the bathroom when sick, was rewritten to deal with
making a mess in one’s pants while playing.

The majority of

the subjects did not feel that the former was a situation
demanding a parental discipline response, even if repeated,
and most of them typically replied, "I’d clean it up each
time."

A more "inexcusable’’ behavior was chosen to replace

this in the final form of the interview.
With these changes, and based on the statistical re
sults above, it was decided to proceed with the use of this
interview procedure for the final study regarding childneglecting mothers.
of the interview.

What appears below is the final format
Scoring criteria and rating categories

appear in Chapter II.

Before proceeding with the interview,

the necessity of the taping system was explained to each
subject, as well as the fact that two independent raters
would also be listening to the tape.

Each was assured of

the absolute confidentiality of their responses.

Once the

subject was satisfied with this explanation, the directions
were read and the interview begun.

10 6

Standardized Discipline Interview
Directions
What I am going to do now is discuss with you the
ways in which you have disciplined your children or have
dealt with their misbehavior. Since I am trying to find out
what mothers actually do to handle their children, you can
help me very much by describing to me your personal experi
ence. Our discussion will run like this. I am going to
describe to you several common, ordinary situations that
most mothers experience with their children at one time or
another. After I describe the situation I am simply going
to ask you how you have handled it when it has occured, or
how you would handle it if the situation is new to you. It
is important that you describe to me what you actually say
or do in each situation. You should also remember that I
will be using the pronoun ••he” to refer to any of your child
ren, male or female. Do you have any questions? (Answered
if necessary). Okay, let's begin.
Here's the first situation. (This, or a similar introduction,
was used for each description).
Situation #1— Meal Refusal
Your child is occupied in another room playing a game.
You have just finished getting supper ready, and you*re all
set to sit down and eat. You call for your child to come and
eat. He yells back that he*s bufcy and doesn't want to eat
now. He doesn't come.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've done that and before the next meal the
same thing happens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #2— Messy Meal
You're eating supper. Your child gets into a silly
mood and begins to play with his food and make a mess.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've
done that and
at the
nextmealthesame
thing happens. Now how would you handle
it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #3— Temper Tantrum
The weather is very bad outside and your child asks
you if he can go outside to play. When you refuse, he loses
his temper, throwB himself on the floor, pounds and kicks the
floor, and begins crying and screaming.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've
done that and
at a latertimethesame
thing happens. Now
how would you handle
it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.

107

Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #4— Destructive Behavior
Your child is playing in the living room with a truck
or some other toy that has wheels. You’re in the kitchen and
you hear a loud bang that tells you the toy has been pushed
into a wall that has just been painted or wall-papered.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you’ve done that and at a later time the same
thing happens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #5— Continual Crying
In order to get some housework done you quit playing
with your young child and place him in his playpen or crib
with some toys. He begins crying loudly as soon as you
start your work.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you’ve done that and later the same thing hap
pens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #6— Telephone Noise
You’re on the telephone having a very enjoyable conver
sation with one of your friends. Your child is playing and
he begins to make so much noise that he keeps you from hearing
what your friend is saying.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you’ve done that and the next time you’re on the
phone the same thing happens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #7— Sex £|aty
'
i ■
Your child is playing with another child in the bed
room. You notice that things are unusually quiet, and when
you go to see what they are doing you find that both child
ren have taken off all their clothes and they are looking at
each others* sex organs.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you’ve done that and later the same thing hap
pens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #8— Talking Back
Your child has been playing inside and there are toys
scattered all over the living room. You ask him to pick up
the toys but he talks back and tells you to pick them up
yours&lf,
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you’ve done that and at a later time the same
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thing happens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #9— Parental Property
You walk into your bedroom one day and you find your
child sitting on the bed going through your purse.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've done that and later the same thing hap
pens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #10— Playing with the Stove
Your child is playing in the kitchen. When you walk
in you find him playing with the controls on the stove.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've done that and later the same thing hap
pens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, a later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #11— Sleep Refusal
It's your child's bedtime and after you've gotten him
into bed he begins to whine and complain that he's not tired
and that he wants to stay up. You can hear that he's fooling
around in the bedroom.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've done that and later the same thing hap
pens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #12— Slapping
Your child asks you to play a game with him even though
he can see you are busy with other things. When you refuse,
he slaps you.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've done that and at a later time the same
thing happens. Now how would, you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #13— Lying
Something valuable has been broken and you know for
sure that your child is the one who did it. When you ask him
about it, he denies it and lies.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've done that and at a later time the same
thing happens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and at a later time the same thing happens a
third time. Now how would you handle the situation?
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Situation #l*f— Swearing
Your child is playing in another room with some other
children. A fight starts and you hear your child start
swearing loudly.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've done that and later the same thing hap
pens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Situation #15— Bathroom Accident
Your child, who is already toilet trained, is busy
playing, and instead of taking time to go to the bathroom,
he makes a mess in his pants.
Describe how you would handle this situation.
Okay, you've done that and at a later time the same
thing happens. Now how would you handle it?
Okay, and later the same thing happens a third time.
Now how would you handle the situation?
Acceptable Inquiries
In response to an ambiguous answer, say one of the
following*
(1) Tell me more about it.
(2) Explain what you mean.
(3) Explain what you mean by . • . (same expression).
In response to a question regarding the age of the
child, say*
However old you feel your children would be to do some
thing like this.
If a subject balks at the idea that her children would
behave in the described fashion, say*
.This may be new to you, but try to describe how you would
handle it if it were to occur.

APPENDIX V

RATER TRAINING AND RATING PROCEDURES
Rater Training
Two independent raters participated in the main study
Rater number one had participated in the pilot study and was
therefore experienced.

The other needed to be trained to be

equally experienced before the main study interviews were
scored.

A three-step procedure was followed with rater num

ber two i
(1)

The rating categories and scoring criteria were

discussed and explained.

>

(2> The notes regarding difficult decisions that had
been taken by the author and rater number one during the
.

pilot study (see Appendix IV) were discussed.
’’
T *•?
•
' ' l ? i t••
(3)
Rater number two listened independently to the
pilot study interview tapes unaware of to which group each
subject belonged.

His ratings were correlated with rater

number one’s ratings through the use of the Spearman rank
correlation coefficient (Siegel, 1956).

This resulted in a

O .98 reliability coefficient for mode scores and 0.95 lor
variability scores.
Rating Procedures
When the final study was completed, the following
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rating procedures were followedi
(1) Four rating sessions were held and five interviews
were rated during each session.

All four rating sessions

were held within one week.
(2) The interviews were presented in random order, and
neither rater knew to which group, neglect or reference, the
particular subject belonged.
(3) The raters sat within close hearing distance of
the tape recorder, but with their backs to each other so
that their respective score sheets could not be seen nor
non-verbal cues given regarding their reactions to the subV •
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jects' responses.
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This arrangement allowed for both to rate

simultaneously rather than listen to the tapes separately.
The author operated the tape recorder which periodically
needed to be stopped so as to allow one or the other of the
raters more time in making a decision.

Discussion regarding

difficult decisions or scores given was not allowed until
the final rating session had taken place.

APPENDIX VI

DISCIPLINE INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS
Introduction
Presented below are two discipline interview tran
scripts which were chosen on the following basis.

On both

the physical punishment (P) and variability (V) dimensions,
each subject was rated on a scale ranging from 1 (lowest) to
20 (highest).

The first transcript presented is composed of

the responses of a mother in the target group, who was rated
the highest on both the P and V dimensions*

The second tran

script is composed of the responses of a mother in the refer
ence group, who was rated lowest on the P dimension and se
cond lowest on the V dimension.

Since a significant differ

ence was found between groups on the P dimension, it was
thought that the highest and lowest transcripts would pro
vide a clear demonstration of the wide response differences
found between subjects.
In addition to the responses themselves, the actual
scores received by each subject are also given.

Each re

sponse was given a P rating by each rater, and both raters*
scores are shown in parentheses following the response.
These separate response P scores were then summed and com
bined to reach the situation P score.

Each subject received

fifteen of th^se situation P scores and one total P 3Core.
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Situation P scores could range from 0 to 12, and total P
scores could range from 0 to 180.

Total P scores are given

at the end of both transcripts.
Also provided are the fifteen situation V scores re
ceived by each subject, ranging from 1 to 3* and a total V
score ranging from a possible low of 15 to a high of ^5*
These scores are given below at appropriate places within
and at the end of each transcript.
Transcript Number One
Situation #1— Meal Refusal
I’d yell back one more time that if he didn’t come he
wouldn’t eat.
(2,2)
W';*1, then I’d make him go to bed without eating supper.
(2,2)
_
.•
Urn* I ’d do about the same thing— make him go to bed with
out eating supper. (2,2)
Situation P = 6
Situation V = 1
Situation #2— Messy Meal
I’d give him a good talking to, and then if he kept up
with it I’d send him off to bed. (2,2)
Urn, I’d probably give him a licking and send him off to
bed. (3,3)
Um, probably the same thing— give him a licking and send
him off to bed. Explain what you mean by "a licking.”
You know— just a— you know, a slap to make noise so— you
know— he’d quit doing it. (3,3)
Situation P = 8
Situation V = 2
Situation #3— Temper Tantrum
Um, I’d tell him you’re not going out and because it’s
raining out you can watch TV, and if you don’t want to
watch TV I’d send him upstairs and make him play. (1,1)
I’d give him a licking andr-well, you know, just a couple
of taps o n the leg— and I’d send him off to bed. (3»3)
I’d do the same thing— a licking and off to bed. (3,3)
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Situation P = 7
Situation V = 2
Situation #4— Destructive Behavior
Let’s see, I*d give him a licking. Well, first I'd talk
to him first, and if he didn't understand me, I'd tell
him again one more time, and if he didn't listen, I'd
send him up to bed. (2,1)
Um, I'd just take his toys away and put them away, and
he couldn't play with them anymore. (2,1)
Um, I went through that before— um— probably just take his
toys away and keep them for about a week so he couldn't
play with them anymore.
Situation P = 5
Situation V = 1.5
Situation #5— Continual Crying
Well, if there was nothing wrong with him, like he wasn't
wet or hungry, I'd just let him cry. (0,0)
Um, let him cry for awhile. (0,0)
Um, take him upstairs and put him to bed where he wouldn't
bother me and I could be working and stuff. (1,0)
Situation P = 0*5
Situation V = 1.5
Situation #6— Telephone Noise
I'd tell him to be quiet and to go into another room to
play. (2,1)
Well, i^ he kept up I'd take and I'd make him go upstairs
or send him outside. (1,2)
I think— I don't know— well, I'd just give him a licking.
(3,3)
Situation P = 6
Situation V = 3
Situation #7— Sex Play
Um, I'd give them a good talking to and make them put
their clothes back on. I don't know— I've never been
through that before. (2,2)
I don't know— I'd just talk to somebody about it to find
out what to do. How would you handle this situation?
Oh, I'd go over to the other mother and tell her and
work it out someway. Explain what you mean. I'd give
him a licking and make him stay in his room. (3*3)
I’d just give him a licking.
(3*3)
Situation P = 8
Situation V = 2
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Situation #8-— Talking Back
I ’d tell him to pick them up or they’ll all go in the
garbage. (1 ,2 )
I’d tell him to pick them up and if they didn’t I’d put
them away— just put them away— and he wouldn’t be able
to play with them and then I’d keep them upstairs. (1,2)
I’d take and pick up all the toys and give him a licking
and pick up all the toys, and I’d take them in a box
over to my mother’s where he couldn’t play with them.
(3,3)
Situation P = 6
Situation V = 2
Sii uation #9— Parental Property
I would tell him to stay out of there because what’s in
there is none of his business and— uni— make him go out
side. (2 ,1 )
I’d give him a licking and— uh— probably put him in his
bed. (3 ,3 ) &
Make him go in his room and stay in there. (2,2)
Situation P = 6 .5
Situation V U 2*5
Situation #10— Playing with the Stove
I’d tell him not to play at all with that because it’s
dangerous and he can b u m himself, and I’d make him go
outside or go out and go play. (1,1)
I’d give him a licking and tell him to go outside or up
to his room. (3,3)
I’d give him a licking and I’d make him realize that if
he ever gets himself close enough what he could do to
himself— like b u m himself or whatever. Explain what you
mean. Um— well, just go up and explain to him and.show
him— you know— how to leave that stuff alone because he
can catch on fire and stuff from it. (^,*0
Situation P = 8
Situation V = 3
Situation #11— Sleep Refusal
Well, I’d probably let him stay up for a little while
longer. (0,0)
I’d just tell him to go to sleep and if he didn’t I’d be
up there and give him a licking. (3,3)
I’d go up there and I would give him a licking and make
him go to sleep. (3,3)
Situation P = 6
Situation V = 2
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Situation #12— Slapping
I'd give him a slap back. (3*3)
I'd give a good talking to him and send him to bed.
(2 ,2 )
Give him a licking and send him off to bed. (3*3)
Situation P = 8
Situation V = 2
Situation #13~'-Lying
Well, I'd talk to him and ank him if he did it and I
don't want him to lie to me and— uh— if he keeps on ly
ing I'd give him a licking and put him upstairs or in his
room. (3,3)
Uh, I'd give him a licking and put him up to bed. (3>3)
I'd try to talk to him to find out if he did break it or
not and to— uh— I don't know— just talk to him and see
if— I'd probably say to him— well, "You don't lie to me.
I want to hear the truth." Well— the— I wouldn't give
him a licking or nothing— then I'd put him upstairs.

(2 ,2 )

Situation P * 3
Situation V = 2
Situation #14— Swearing
I would go upstairs and I would tell him to quit swear
ing because it's not nice and if he didn't, I'd tell him
I M get a bar of soap and put some soap in his mouth.

(2 ,2 )

I would put some soap in his mouth. (4,4)
Give him a licking and probably put him to bed.

(3,3)

Situation P = 9
Situation V = 3
Situation #15— Bathroom Accident
Give him a licking and put him to bed. (3,3)
Just probably give him a licking. (3*3)
Probably give him a licking and make him stay upstairs
in his room. (3,3)
Situation P = 9
Situation V = 1
Total P = 101
Total V * 30.5
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Transcript Number Two
Situation #1— Meal Refusal
I would sit down and eat and wait until he decided he
wanted to come. (0,0)
I would do the same thing again and I would just trust
in his appetite to bring him to the table. (0,0)
I would do it again. (0,0)
Situation P = 0
Situation V = 1
Situation #2— Messy Meal
I'd tell him that he could go away from the table until
he was ready to come back and eat and not play. (1,1)
I would do the same thing again. (1,1)
Again. (1,1)
Situation P = 3
Situation V = 1
Situation #3— Temper Tantrum
I'd walk out of the room if I had something else to do.
(0 ,0 )
I'd probably find a farther place to go like down in the
basement. (0,0)
Same thing again. (0,0)
Situation P = 0
Situation V = 1
Situation 0 — Destructive Behavior
I guess I would take the toy away and put it up until—
and then I would— I would say you can have your truck
back when you decide that you're ready not to, you know,
bang it into the wall anymore. I'd— okay— I was going
to say depending upon whether it had happened before and
he knew he wasn't supposed to be driving it into the
wall. Otherwise, I would make some explanation like,
you know, the truck is to be driven, you know, outside
or in yourrroom but not banged on the wall, and I would
explain why.
(1,1)
Then I would remove the truck. I'd take it away. (1,1)
I'd take it away probably for a longer period of time.
( 1 , 1)
Situation P = 3
Situation V = 1
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Situation #5— Continual Crying

I would ignore him. (0,0)
I’d ignore him again.
(0,0)
I’d ignore him again, but if there were a fourth time
I may not ignore him. (0,0)
Situation P = 0
Situation V = 1
Situation #6— Telephone Noise
I*d tell him to be quiet, that I was talking, and that
I’d talk to him as soon as I got off the phone, not now.

(1.1)
I would hang up the phone upstairs and go to the base
ment phone and tell him he was to stay upstairs and play.
(0 ,0 )
I’d go downstairs again and he would be upstairs by him
self. (0,0)
Situation P * 1
Situation V = 2
Situation #7— Sex Play
'ry ,%s.„
•' ‘ : 'fV r
I ’d just be cool and tell them to put their clothes back
on and— um— I guess I would, you know, try not to— I
think that their reaction would be to— they would be
shocked or surprised and feel bad, and so I'd— I would
try to be friendly, you know, and good-natured-— um— to
them— -um— communicate that I didn’t think that they were
doing anything horrible— um— and I would just be matter
of fact, you know, like you put your clothes back on now
and finish playing or come and have something to eat or
something like that to both of the kids— something to
distract them probably. (1,1)
I would do the same thing again. (1,1)
I’d do the same thing a third time. (1,1)

•

Situation P = 3
Situation V = 1
Situation #8— Talking Back
I would help him pick up the toys— um— um— yes— I’d sit
down and say, "Some on, let's pick up the toys together
and we can get it done faster,"— something like that I
guess. I’d try and humor him. (0,0)
I guess it depends on the circumstances whether or not
I would have time to always be sitting down and helping
him to pick up the toys. Um, what I have done is— um—
said, "Okay, I’ll pick up the toys myself and then put
all of the toys away,"— you know, and then whenever I
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made that statement— like well— "1*11 put the game away
myself,”— the kids*11 all pounce on it and— “Oh no you
won't"— you know, and so that worked out for me. I guess
that's how I'd do it. (1,1)
I'd do the same thing. (1,1)
Situation P *= 2
Situation V = 2
Situation #9— Parental Property
I'd take my purse and put it away. I would just tell him
that's my— that's my property and he can't be in it.

(1 ,1 )
I would put my purse farther away. (1,1)
I'd put it— I would make sure it was out of h ± s reach.

(1,1)
Situation P = 3
Situation V = 1
Situation #10— Playing with the Stove
I'd tell him to leave them alone and explain wh.,— ex
plain the dangers involved with the stove, yen know.

(1,1)
I'd just remove him from the kitchen and tell him that
he couldn't be in the kitchen, you know, when I wasn't
there. (1,1)
I'd remove him probably further like, you know, put him
in his room. (1,1)
Situation P = 3
Situation V = 1
Situation #11— Sleep Refusal
I would tell him that— um— it was bedtime now and I ex
pect him to stay in his bed and be quiet and— uh— if he
didn't want to go to sleep he didn't havr to, but at
least to be quiet because it was late, u 1)
I would go in and if he was making a lot of noise, you
know— um-— I would say— uh— um— "It's too noisy in here
and I'll have to close the door, and when you're ready
to be quiet you can open the door again," (1,1)
I'd again close the door and tell him he could open the
door when he was ready to be quiet. (1,1)
Situation P = 3
Situation V « 1
Situation #12— Slapping
I'd grab his hand and— uh— he would know that I was angry*
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and I would just say that I don’t like to be hit and—
uh— I won't allow that and I don't want it to happen
again. (1»1)
I would tell him that he could go to his room until he
felt he could, you know, come out and not slap. (1,1)
He'd go to his room again. (1,1)
Situation P = 3
Situation V = 1
Situation #13— Lying
I wouldn't ask him about it. I'd— would just— if I knew
that he broke it I would say that I know that you broke
this and— urn— I would assume that he would already feel
bad about it, so I wouldn't make him feel worse— urn— I
would just let him know that I knew he had broken it,
that's all. (0,0)
I would do the same thing. (0,0)
I'd do the same thing, I guess. (0,0)
Situation P = 0
Situation V = 1
Situation #1*J-— Swearing
I would ignore it. (0,0)
I'd ignore it, (0,0)
I'd ignore it. (0,0)
Situation P = 0
Situation V = 1
Situation #15— Bathroom Accident
I would
(0 ,0 )
I would
himself
I would

tell him he better come in and clean himself up.
do the same thing— ask him to come in and clean
up. (0,0)
do the same thing. (0,0)
Situation P = 0
Situation V = 1
Total P = 27
Total V = 17

APPENDIX VII

PERCEPTION OF CURRENT DISCIPLINE SITUATION
These last questions concern your opinion regarding
the discipline that you use with your own children. Please
check the answer that best represents your opinion.
1.

Please indicate whether or not the discipline that you
use with your own children differs from that your mother
or father used!
( ) No difference
( ) Differ somewhat
( ) Differ a great deal
Please indicate whether or not you consider your disci
pline to be effective*
( ) Not effective
( ) Somewhat effective
( ) Very effective

3.

Please indicate how easy or difficult it is to discipline
your children*
( ) Usually difficult
( ) Sometimes difficult, sometimes easy
( ) Usually easy
Please indicate your opinion regarding the activity level
or energy level of your children*
( ) Inactive or low energy level
( ) Average
( ) Overactive or high energy level
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